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Letter 171
1707 Grouse Ridge Foad
Q\ﬂhﬂﬁgﬂ?&iﬂﬂ%&mmm 96161

RECEIVED 4 yaust 16, 2002

Attn: Lori Lawrence AUG 19 2007

Environmental Review Technician

Placer County Planning DepartmentP] AR -~

11414 “B” Avenue NING DEPARTMENT
Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR) for the Proposed Martis Valley
Commumity Flan (“"MYCF”) Update, 3CH No_: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:
The purpose of this letter is to comment on affordable housing,

At the Citizens Advisory Commiliee meetings a number of citizens have stated that the
plans under consideration by the County for the Martis Valley do not address their
concerns on affordable housing. Separately, a project for workforce housing which may
have an affordable housing component was introduced by Morthstar and ultimately
approved by the Board of Supervisors utilizing their authority to grant gencral plan
amendments and their authority to proceed with planning decisions independent of the
process of updating the community plan. The paint of reviewing this part of the history of
the Citizens meeting and actions taken by the Board is to supgest that affordable and

workforce housing are critically important issues to hoth citizens and elected decision i
makers,

In reviewing the Table of Contents for the Public Review Draft of the Martis Valley
Community Flan dated May 23, 2002 and the associated Draft Environmental Impact
Report dated May 2002, T do not see an entry for “affordable housing™ or for “workforce
housing™. Also, these documents do not have a topical index. Please let me and other
interested readers know where the affordable housing and workforce housing topics are

discussed.

I believe the topics of affordable and workforce housing are sufficiently important that an
interested reader should be able the find these topics in the Table of Contents.

Thank you for the opporiunity (o comment.

Sincerely,

-

+ C.
avid C. Welch

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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LETTER 171: DAvID C WELCH, RESIDENT

Response 171-1: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project).
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Letter 172

Lovi —
¢

Q 1707 Grouse Ridge Road
VED g
RECE! © Northstar, CA 96161

AUG 12 ?Wftﬂ' 111 Sandringham Road
Pied L CA 94611
PLANNING DEPARTMENT o

Mr. Fred Yeager, Director

Placer County Planning Department
11414 “B” Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Formal Comment Period for the Draft Environmental [mpact Report (“DEIR) for the
Proposed Martis Valley Community Plan (*"MVCP") Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

August 10, 2002

Dgar Fred:

First, thank you for extending the initial formal comment period on this project to 1724
August 19, 2002,

Second, the purpose of this letter 15 to request that you consider a further extension of the
comment period as outlined below. Befors making the specific request, I should comment
briefly on a couple of points. (I do understand that the County will receive and consider
comments submitted after the August 19, 2002 “deadline™.) Your decision to establish
August 19™ as the revised formal comment deadline made sense given the meeting
schedule of the Citizens® Advisory Committee and the practical considerations
conceming initiation of the Planning Commission's review of the proposed project and

its related impacts. Also, [ believe that the extension was adequate to give professional
comment writers a reasonable opportunity to respond, (Many of the issues raised by the
proposed project likely will receive additional comments after August 19.) Even so, |
request an extension of the August 19, 2002 deadline until the end of August 2002 1722
My reason for requesting this extension is to expand the opportunity for the public to
submit comments which will be addressed in writing by County Planning stafl. Asa
member of the public with well above average access to information and assistance in
understanding and commenting on issues raised by the propesed project and the related
impact analysis, [ can assure you this is a daunting prospect for us.

My suggestion is that you announce the ¢xtension at an appropriate time during the
opeoming Citizens' Advisory Committee meeting. By delaying your announcement until
after the expiration of the formal deadline you will not be encouraging anyone to delay
the effort of preparing and submitting comments, especially nat the professional
eomment writers, but you will be expanding the opportunity for members of the public w0

participate in this process.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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Thank you in advance for your many efforts to inform us all about planning issues and | 4955
Placer County Planning's evaluation of the impacts of this project. And thank vou for Cont'd
considering this request to extend again the formal comment deadline.

Sincarely,

Qe o

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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LETTER 172: DAvID C. WELCH, RESIDENT

Response 172-1: Comment noted. The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.9
(Adequacy of the Public Review Period).

Response 172-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 172-1.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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Letter 173
August 17, 2002
tin: Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician 9\..:-3"{: EI!EE’ Co "
PMacer County Planning Dept. i SAvE i,
11414 “B" Ave. h'ht"”*“E'D jr 3
Auburn, Ca. 93603 Are £5
20
Ee: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Mmﬁ 7
Community Plan Update J\IG DED i
EFAR Ty e

Dear Ms. Lawrence,

I am a part-time resident of Northstar, and have been actively following the planning
process for the Martis Valley for two years. Many aspects of the County’s preferred plan
and the associated Draft Envirormental Impact Report concern me, In this letter [ wish
to address the water flow in Martis Creck. | have walked my dog in the Martis Creck
Mature Area (South side of 267) for several years. This is the lowest [ have ever seen the
creek. Perhaps that is attributable to the 3-year drought we are experiencing. However,
that does not explain why long term residents state that they have never seen the creek so
low, and that “fingerling” creeks are dry that in previous years have flowed year-round.
Although the data is collected on the North side of Martis Creek reservoir, and might not
be applicable, | have enclosed some data from the following USGS website:

- http:ffnevada usgs. goviindex.shtm, in the “real-time stream flow section™. The mean
depth for Martis Creek near Truckee California for Aug, 17 is 7.39, (Refer Attachment 1:
“16050102 Truckee™) Today™s depth iz substantially less than that, (Refer Attachment 2:
“1ISGS 10339400 Martis C Nr Truckes Ca”). The past 41 years have included some
significant drought years, so the difference in today’s stream flow (3.3) from the mean is
surprising to me, Can you access data from previous drought years, compare it with the
gituation today, and perform a detailed analysis to reassure residents that current
development in the Martis Valley is not affecting the stream flow of the Martiz Valley?

I am not a hydrologist; therefore, it is difficult for me to understand why the water depth
in Martis Creek should increase in August. This was brought to my attention when a
fellow dog-walker noted that her dog was swimming in the exact same spot where it had
been able to walk just a couple of days earlier. Why would stream depth increase so
dramatically in just a couple of days? Snow has long since disappeared from the upland
areas of the Martis Creck drainage. T looked at stream flow for Avgust 13 (Refer to
Attachment 3), and noticed that the stream flow that day was quite variable,

These measurements from USGS may not be an accurate reflection of the stream flow in
the Martis Valley because of the sampling location. However, they do seem to reinforce
two observations made by those who see the Martis Creek daily:
s The Martis Creek drainape system is unusually dry, even for a drought year.
» Water levels fluctuate, sometimes dramatically, on a daily basis. Since we’ve
had neither rain, nor snowmelt for some time; the fluctuation would not appear to

be natural.

1734
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The Preferred Plan for the Martis Valley Community Plan Update proposes over 9,000
residential units in the Martis Creek drainage plus untold amounts of commercial
development plus open space that requires additional water such as golf courses, snow
making and ski slope revegetation. How will you ensure that these uses will not deplets 1732
the surface water in this drainage? What kinds of monitoring and analysis have yvou done
to make sure that development existing today is not responsible for the extremely low
flows in the Martis Creek system and the fluctuations in creek flow? What type of
monitoring and analysis do you propose to make sure that subsequent development does

not deplete surface water?

The incredible habitat which we currently enjoy in the Martis Valley is dependent on the
surface water in the area. Placer County has an opportunity to preserve this system so 1733
that future gencrations can enjoy the same beautiful and productive place that I value

today.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Plan and the associated DEIR. |
request that you revise the DEIR to include these and other comments from the

community, and recirculate the revised DEIR so that the community can be reassured that
development will not irreversibly alter the Martis Valley and its hydrologic regime.

Kathy Welch

111 Sandringham Rd.
Piedmont, Ca. 94611

1707 Grousz Ridge Road
Morthstar, Truckee
96161
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Page 1 of 2
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Feal-time data for USGS 10339400 MARTIS C NR TRUCKEE CA

Daily mean flow statistics for 8/17 based on 41 years of record in ft}/sec

Page 2 of 2
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LETTER 173: KATHY WELCH, RESIDENT

Response 173-1: Comment noted. The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water
Supply Effects of the Project).

Response 173-2: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).

Response 173-3: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).

Response 173-4: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project). The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR
adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in
compliance with CEQA.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Aug-16-02 02:10P Letter 174 P.O1

0770 Sierra Watch

FAX COVER SHEET

To: Lori Lawrence at 530-889-7499

From: David Welch for Sierra Watch

August 16, 2002
Fia Fax
Lorn Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department

11414 B Avenue
Auburn, CA 95607

Re: Dralt Environmental Impact Report for the Martis Valley
Community Plan

[rear Ms. Lawrenee:

Please find attached a Facsimile copy of an eriginal letter sent lo you today by
Federal Express.

Thank you for your assistance in processing our COmMents.

David Welch

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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Aug=-16-02 D2:10P

w0 Sierra Watch

Aupust 16, 2002
Via Federal Express

Lori lawrence

Lnvironmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Chepartment
1114 B Avinne

Adtbum, OA 95600

e Dralt Environmental Impact Bepont far the Martis Valley
Comumuonity Plan

Dear Ma. Lawrence:

Siurra Watch appreciates the opportunity 1o comment 0a thi Dl Environmental
Impact Report Tor the Martis Valley Community Plun. Our detailed comments are provaded
under separate cover and will arrive from the office of Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger 111
However, we would like w prefaes the letier with more general commenis on the process of

completing the Community Plan for Martis Valley.
The Placer County Board of Supcrvisors is 1o be conunended [or

«  Adopting polivies that are highly protective of nuural resource in the Counry
in the 1994 Placer Counly General Plan;

« Initiating the update of the 1973 Martis Valley Community Plan by
Kesalution dated {August 19, 1997 '

«  Fnlering o a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA] with the Reseurce
Agencies 1o prepare 2 Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) for
Placer County; a nationwide mode] lur conservition planning;

= Proposing policies in the Proposcd Martis Valley Communiry Plan update that
are highily protective of nalural resources; and

«  Initigning rhe preporation of an Open Space Midigation Fee program.

Sicers Walch supports the completion of an updated Community Plan for the
Martis Valley, An updaied Community Plan is required lor i least three reasons. Fiest, the 1975
wariis Valley Community Plan (current Community Plan) Gails w provide o eureenr vision for
the valley, Second, in combination with the 1994 Plucer Counly General Plan, the cureent Plan
fuils 1o provide s legully adequmty General Plon, Thind, thess plans in combination fail w
provide a legal basis for approval ol development prejeets in the valley, Therefore, an updared
Community Plan is requived.

174-1

174-2
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Aug-16-02 02:11P P.0O3

I addition to the need Lor an updated Community Plan, there are a number of
fLeasoNs W support a revised process, Firsl, the |;_11‘|1pﬁs::d I'I:-'[J.Jrlis YWalley CD:ﬂII'H'l:IT!iI}' ].Jhm 1.and
Lise Diagram 15 nob consistent with the policy dircction ol th.hcr the: Placer County Ceneral Plan
or the Proposed Blan in aumerous respects. Therefore adaptivn of the Proposed Plan would
prechude a Conservation Plan’ outcome. Specifically, the Land _lam.‘ I.'_i:agrum dioes o :qw::ll}{,
as is required by the MOA muntioned above, orews that are high integrity, I:.]llg,-t:rm Cunservation
value, or ere otherwise uniyue and valuable, e permanent protechion within the P'[_a:_n area.
Without identi[ying such arcas, implementation of the Proposed Maun would mike it impossible

to suceessiully implement the NCCI mentioned above,

174-2
Cont'd

Yegond, the DEIR for the Froposad Manis Valley Community Plan is not
adequate and will requine recirculation. 1 Tvweever, this time provides an opporiunily for the o
Caunty to Tollow a different path wward complerion ol the Plan. The County should pardicipate
in a stakeholder driven dialogue 1o develop a Land Use Diagram thal is l:msis_lenl vflth the
visjonary Conservation Plunning processes that the Board has agreed W participits im.

The additional time reguired to revise the Land Use Diagram and TYEIR provides
the County the opportunity 1 follow a model process for the completion of the plan. Sicrra
Wateh recommends ap sliemnative process to be conducied as follows:

«  Initiate a stakeholder dialogue (including relevint major respunce agencics
such as the LS, Fish and Wildlife Service, Department ol Fish and Game,
I .ahontan Regional Water Quality Conwrol Board, lindowners, Mevada
County, the Town of Truckee, mejor community wnd covirenmental groups,
and Placer Coundy); 1744

«  Fill some of the critical dat gaps necded 1o inform a Conservation Ahemalive
a5 part of the first phase ol the NCCP program lor castern Placer County;

»  Develop a Conservation Allernative with the stekeholder group thut does not
preclude completion of the NCCE process after Plan adopion:

- Develop a Proposed New Altermative as purt of the Community Plan Update;

»  Revise and recivculate the DEIR based on the Mew Alernative Lond Use
Diaaggriam;

+ Adopt an updated Community Flan; and

+  Complete the NCCP process [or castern Placer Counly.

Such a process will ensure that the valuable resources in the Martis Valley have
been adequately considered before a Plan [or the valley’s furare has bean implemented. Tn
addition, this process will expedile completion of an adequate Community Plan neecssary for
project appreval in Matis Valley.

2
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Aug-l16=-02 02:11F i

1 T |
Pleuse keep the fullowing persons infomied about all marters conceming the Murtis Valley
Community Plan:

Dravid Welch

Sierma Watch

111 Sandringhan Road
Tedmont, CA 94611

Terry Watl )

Teerell Watt Plunning Consullunts
1757 Union Strect

Syn Frapeiseo, UA 94123

Richard Taylor

Tanene Schue

Shute, Mikaly & Weinherger LI.P
3196 Hayes Sureet

San Franeisen, CA 94102

Sincerely yours,

Lon ot WhliA
David Welch
President, Siema Watch Board uf Ditectors

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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LETTER 174: DAvID C. WELCH, SIERRA WATCH

Response 174-1:

Response 174-2:

Response 174-3:

Response 174-4:

Comment noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR were received, no further response is required.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) regarding Placer Legacy and 3.45 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

Comment noted. The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in
compliance with CEQA.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

Placer County
May 2003
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Latter 175
L*‘GEDRn?? Uiy,
Comment on the Public Review Draft®” gecenen
Martis Valley Community Plan | i B

| support the following policies, all of which are in the current draft] g b M EPART
valley Community Plan:
+ Protecting the scenic Martis Valley floor from development.
Prohibiting “big box" developments by limiting single use commerical square
footage to no more than 35,000 square feet.
Protecting the Martis area’s rural nature with rural land use designations.
Requirements for providing employee housing, and incentives to build affordable
hausing.
+ Increased transit opportunities.
Protection of open space, inter-connecting large tracts of open space with trails.
. Small, neighborhood commercial centers designed to provide nearby convenience
services and reducing the need to use automobiles.
. Policies that require new developments to pay their fair share of road improve-

ments.
Protecting downtown Truckee by recognizing it as the commercial heart of the

Martis Valley area.
« County cooperation with the neighboring jurisdictions of Truckee and Mevada

County an planning issues.
Further comments {Use back of paper if needed):

HESe  AOQTIIS e [AOROIE MEMFS CAN ORLY
e Enptrmict . TOHE. NATLOAL SEITTOG /A

SIGMNED:

fﬁﬁ,ﬁg’[ A;'-‘tr_m (7N %&i&"—
Tame (Plrase print :rearg
Address ‘
 TRUERES e o el

ity

IMPORTANT—Mail before August 19
To: Placer County Planning Department, 11414 B Avenue, Aublrn, CA 95603

Or e-mail your comments to: plannin glgcer._gg.gu_v
. Blarme Frssmta Blannine Department ohone number is 530-889-7470.
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LETTER 175: ROBERT HAMILTON, RESIDENT

Response 175-1: The commentor supports County policies in the Martis Valley Community
Plan and feels that the document does a fair job of balancing
environmental, recreational, and economic interests. The commentor also
feels that the affordable housing and employee housing issues are critically
needed and should be expedited. No further response is necessary.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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Letter 176

eRCO
ACEDATE P,

Comment on the Public Review Draﬁ REGEIVED
AUG 13 2002

Martis Valley Community Plan su6 14 a0

.Mﬂ&@h&#nll&wing policies, all of which are in the current diaftfdf M BaDEPARTM

Valley Community Plan:

» Protecting the scenic Martis Valley floor from development.
Prohibiting "big box™ developments by limiting single use commerical square
footage to no more than 35,000 square feet,
Protecting the Martis area’s rural nature with rural land use designations.
Requirements for providing employes housing, and incentives to build affordable
housing.
+ Increased transit opportunities.
Protection of open space, inter-connecting large tracts of open space with trails.
Small, neighborhood commercial centers designed to provide nearby convenience
services and reducing the need to use automobiles.
Policies that require new developments to pay their fair share of road improve-

-

ments.
Protecting downtown Truckee by recognizing it as the commercial heart of the

Martis Valley area.
County cooperation with the neighboring jurisdictions of Truckee and Nevada

County on planning issues.

Further comments (Use back of paper if needed):
_-/i Pe ?".A(r“.t. a l ﬂﬁ-jdlﬁlum c';-.#r'a 1’%/ o8 }'{Z

B
5-.r:'.i":-(J q Hu:-_ff M ncﬁ_y_f_-ﬁir campht, an Curveawl

1761 -
_Jp_/ﬂ'-h"ﬂ.fp f‘i!u:. APFET veErssom, Tﬂ_-‘-r-h‘ ?‘f-‘ *‘-*:-f'ﬂ Fi.}r -
e !'-xr-. qodeda ey ::,L;U ts do pears .p'r aqe thEI_ Jn.{'
] = Ly Lﬂ Fa
SIGNED: f%#%ﬁré‘ DATE: -.'Jb- /!I/‘;’ - 5
>
Ufif-fﬂﬂ 6? éfﬂ-ﬂ}: i 0 é-roap-:-fw.'-q. g & !-m?%cr-t-&(..:
Mome (Pleaie arint cleariy) of #-mail o phone
2O Kox braa” = :
AmrE__ k] —
Tanee Ciry Co e —
City Stare I
IMPORTANT—Mail before August 19
To: Placer County Planning Department, 11414 B Avenue, Auburn, CA 95603
Or e-mail your comments to: planning@placer.ca. gov
The Flacer County Planning Department phone number is 530-889-7470,
Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
May 2003
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176-1
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LETTER 176: WiLLIAM G. GOODWIN, RESIDENT

Response 176-1: The commentor supports County policies in the Martis Valley Community
Plan. The commentor also feels that the plan is a better plan than the 1975
version. No further response is necessary.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Letter 177

Big Springs Property Owners Association

P.O. Box 1315
Truckee, CA 96160
August , 2002 .?»P*Gﬁbﬂngg Uiy,
Mr. Fred Yeager RECEIVED
Placer County Planning Department il .5 30
11414 B Avenue =
Al SRS PLANNING DEPARTMEN

Re: Martis Valley Community Plan

Dear Sir:

This letter of comment on the Public Review Draft of the Martis
Valley Community Plan and the Draft EIR is submitted to you on behalf of
the Big Springs Property Owners Association. _

I. We are adamantly opposed to the Big Springs Drive extension and
connection to the proposed Highlands development which is currently
recommended by the Department of Public Works. (See page 73 of the
Plan.) We disagree with the conclusions made in the Plan "that there are
greater benefits and fewer problems." (See page 73) We will discuss these
conclusions in greater detail later in this letter of comment.

A. A Bit of History. One of the arcane tenets of land development is
"Take whatever is there." This sub rosa tenet is never articulated, never
spoken about or written into land development guides but i‘r. is a tenet
widely held and followed by developers. There is a long history of its usage
beginning with the first colonists in America who took from the Indians.

What is here for the taking in Northstar? Here for the taking is Big
Springs Drive. .

The Big Springs Property Owners Association was formed precisely
to prevent the taking of Big Springs Drive in the proposed future
development of Northstar. The taking of Big Springs Drive was to be
accomplished by converting it from the only means of ingress and egress for
the community neighborhoods of Gold Bend Condominiums (127 condo
families), Indian Hills Condominiums (140 condo families), the Martis
Landing Network (approximately 200+ single unit resident families) a:nd
the Big Springs Network (approximately 185+ properties for single unit
residences when built out) into a main access road for the all of these

17741
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communities and in addition the proposed so called Highlands development
of 2,200+ family units. Such a taking would involve a radical change in
what the Big Springs community had and the impact on such community
would be massive. Thus, negotiations began immediately with the
developers, Booth Creek and East West Partners in an attempt to head off 1774
this devastatingly destructive taking. Cont'd
Ultimately an agreement was reached satisfactory to the developers
and the Big Springs residents, providing:
"Access through the Big Springs sub division to the upper development
areas of the Northstar project would be restricted to emergency, fire and life
safety purposes. Such restriction would be appropriately documented and

recorded."
Booth Creek and East West Partners have in good faith abided by the

provisions of that agreement.

B. The New Taking of Big Springs Drive. Now comes the Martis

Valley Community Plan stating:
"Big Springs Drive is classified as a eollector road and will extend from its

current termination south to the Highlands Development as a full
connection. In addition this roadway will tic-in with Schaffer Mill Road
pedestrian, bicycle, transit, emergency access corridor,” (Sec page 74.
Emphasis added)

In other words the County proposes to drive what amounts to an
informal freeway through the very center of the Big Springs Community.
There is no "benefit" to Big Springs residents, only burdens, the additional
traffic generated by providing two way access to 2,200 additional family
units. Currently construction vehicles utilize Big Springs Drive to reach
construction sites. One only has to walk on Big Springs Drive during the
peak construction entry times to note the constant stream of vehicles
speeding at rates of 50+ mph up that Drive. The current speed limit is 25
mph. If the Big Springs "roadway" is built we see no reason to believe that
there will be less speeding on that Drive. There certainly will be more
excessive speed in both directions. It may become necessary to install speed
bumps every 400 vards to slow speeding.

While we do not purport to represent the residents of the Martis
Landing communities it is difficult to see what "benefits” these 470+
residents will enjoy when they try to enter and exit their community onto a
“roadway"” encountering heavy traffic in both directions. Is a roundabout in

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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addition to the one at Northstar Drive and Big Springs Drive proposed to
solve this "problem"?

The new taking of Big Springs Drive is being orchestrated by the
Public Works Department and the County Planning Commission, i
government agencies which owe a duty to ascertain the impact of
development on the residents directly affected. We are not aware that any
residents of Big Springs have been consulted as to the impact of the Big
Springs "roadway”. We also are not aware of any discussion detailing just
what "the greater benefits and fewer problems" exactly are, other than that
categorical assertion made on page 73 of the Martis Valley Community

Plan.
C. All Associations and Internal Agencies Connected with Morthstar

ose the Bi riv . The Worthstar Property Owners
Association, Northstar Community Service District and the Developers have
expressed their opposition to this Proposal. Those most affected by the
proposal are opposed, yet no consideration of this opposition is reflected in
the County's position. Why not? The duty of the County to citizens is not
merely to hear the views of those most directly affected but that duty
extends to "listen” to those views, i.e. to thoughtfully consider those views.
We submit that the County has not listened to those most directly affected
by the Big Springs Drive proposal.

D. Reduction in Property Values. The possibility of a thoroughfare
with the consequent, appalling increase of constant, heavy traffic through
the center of the Big Springs community has already negatively impacted
property values at Big Springs. Brokers insist on disclosing the fact that Big
Springs Drive may become a main access roadway to the proposed
Highlands Development above Big Springs. This reduces prices prospective
buyers are willing to pay for property in Big Springs. The thoroughfare will
destroy the tree lined, park like atmosphere that Big Springs Drive as an
entryway gives to the whole area. The appeal of the present quiet beauty
that now prevails in Big Springs will no longer exist.

Pla i
Ma;:,ezroc(;,gunty Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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E. Conclusion. We remain opposed to the Big Springs Drive proposal
to extend its current termination point and make it a full connection to the g.?n: A
proposed Highlands Development. We do not oppose a restricted roadway
there, to be used only for emergency, fire and life safety purposes.

._-‘u'- trully vo

Gl W

Philip/W. Coyle

Presidint, Bif Springs Property Owners
Association

ce: Board Of Supervisors, Placer County
Steve Kastan, Tahoe Field Deputy for Supervisor Blonmﬁe[-‘:l
Paul Rouser, Manager, Northstar Community Services District
Tim Silva, General Manager, Northstar at Tahoe
Board Of Directors, Northstar Property Owners Association
Roger Lessman, East West Paartners

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2003
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LETTER 177: PHILIP W. COYLE, BIG SPRINGS PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION

Response 177-1:

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
associated with potential connection to Big Springs Drive are noted and wiill
be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 178

Fine Arts Packing, Crating, Climeate Control Storage and Transportation
ER CO

DATE
Fred Yeager, Planning Director RECEIVED
Placer County Planning Department
11414 B Ave ale 1R 0
Auburn CA 955073 I
PLANNING DEPARTMEN

I am writing to express my out right concern for the sed DE i i
all about development and the destruction of this great area, i i e
These are some of the problems that I believe have not been considered in the plan.

#1 Destruction of Martis Lake. The lake has already been hurt by adjacent golf courses

and use of ground water

#2 Far too much traffic caused by construction projects d additi i
#3 Air pollution caused by too many additional hpmmj m‘finaﬂ"ll: e

#4 Too much development, this is not an extension of Sacramento b
#5 Loss ocf'hahrsra{ and grazing due to too many golf courses and housing

G Added run offinto Truckee and maybe lower flows due to increased water use and
drainage runoff "
#7 Far too much water usage due to over development in housing

It 1s time to say no to special interest groups (ie. developers) and do what is right for the

area. Which is, protect it
The total build out should be reduced by at least 50%. The amount of golf courses ba

reduced to 0.

ifhelfcva there should be a special regulation and protection for Martis Lake and the city
'lFumk you@ryq.i:timj i
s e
‘ imlh}fﬁ Polishook =
FProperty owner Northstar

cc. Board of Supervisors

PO. BOX 1176 SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94083
PHONE: {650) 952-0100 FAX (6500 952-8058

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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LETTER 178: TIMOTHY M. POLISHOOK, SHIP/ART INTERNATIONAL, INC.

Response 178-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality), 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), as well as the
policies and mitigation measures contained within Section 4.7 (Hydrology
and Water Quality) and Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR.
The commentor feels that the total buildout shoud be reduced by at least
50 percent and no golf courses should be allowed. This comment will be
forvarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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[Tori Lawrence - MARTIS VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN Update Draft EIR

Fag

Letter 174
Fram: <Bradharan@sol coms>
To: <L JLawrenddplacer.ca.gove-
Data: 81902 3:28PM

Subject: MARTIS VALLEY COMMUMITY PLAM Update Draft EIR

Dear Ms. Lawrence:
I have reviewed the DEIR and appreciate &l the work and effart that went

inta it

Howaver, | think the report is inedequate and incomplete, The conclusions of
the report indicate that an analysis involving cavelopment of fewer unils s
indicated.

| am particularty concemed about the eifects on Air Cuality and Traffic.

The report does nol adequately address air pollulion. |t states that
"Summertima emissions of ozone precursors as a result of subsequent

County APCD's thresholds of significance®, but the report states only that
mitigafion massures will ba developed. Information is therefore not
avallable to alleviate concemns about air pollution,

The section on Transporiation points out that Placer Counfy has no way of
assuring that 2587 will be widened o 4 lanes, since this iz under the contral
of Caltrans (page 4.4-57). To my knowledge, Caltrans has shown filtke, if
any, interast in participating in the planning for the future of Martis

Valley, since they wera repeatedly asked (o attend the meetlings of the
Citzens' Advisory Committesa, and naver did. | am against the widening of
267, but fo approve development that is conlingent on that widening, when
there is no assurance that the widening would ever occur, is certainly folly.

I think a far betler approach would be 10 use this DEIR |o identify those
mast critical areas that would be affectad, and then choose one or more of
these areas as the basis for the determination of the maximum amount of
deavelopment that could be tolerated. For inslance, one could take the

prasant roadway system and determine what level of developmant s sampatible

with 267 remaining a 2 lane roadway.
| think the Placer County Planning Commission should request revision of the
EIR.

Sincerely,
Bradiey J Harlan

development under the Proposad Land Use Diagram would exceed the Placer

1781
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LETTER 179: BRADLEY J. HARLAN, RESIDENT

Response 179-1:

Response 179-2:

Response 179-3:

Response 179-4:

Response 179-5:

The commentor states that the Draft EIR is inadequate and incomplete in
regards to the number of units. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan
Area).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting
and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Impact Analysis), as well as sections 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) and
4.6 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to air quality
and traffic impacts from the proposed project.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis)and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of
the Draft EIR for concerns relating to traffic issues on SR 267.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised Draft EIR and
recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR and Revised
Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and consistent with the
requirements of CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003
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Pa!

Lori Lawrance - Martis letter- Corps of E eers.doc

Letter 180

Aupgust 19, 2002

Lori Lawrence

Placer County Planning Department
11414 "B™ Avenus

Aubum CA 95603

Drear Lor:

I appreciate the opportumity to comment on the Martis ¥alley Community Plan, Please respond
to the following comments on petential omissions in the draft EIR. Section 15086 of the
California Code of Regulations states, in part:

{a) The Lead Agency sfall consult with and reguest camments on the draft EIR frome

(3) Odher state, federal, and local agencies which sxercise suthority of resources
which muy be affected by the project.

The Army Corps of Engineers has jurizdiction over Martis Creek Lake and Martis Creek Dam.
The Martiz Valley Community Valley Plan Update identifies the Corps a2 3 Known Responsihle
and Trustes Apgency at Section 1.2,

The Corps’ Regional office has no record of receiving the draft EIR. It was not asked 1o 180-1
comyment an the addition of holding capacity for 5200 homes, golf courses and ancillary
facilities. Accordingly, it made no comments.

This is a fatal flaw in the draft EIR for the following reasons:

1) Essentally all of the Plansing Area is tnbutary to Martis Creek. RunofT is the soures of
Martiz Creek Lake. The Corps® flood conirol dam iz between Martis Creek Lake and
the Teichert Aggregates pit. [t has expenienced seepape at its foundation for years,
Warer level behind it hos been maintaimed at mininwm pool level for thar reason
Addition of vast areas of impervious surfaces on roads, roofs, and parking lots
accompanying a potential addition of 9200 bemes will lead to a significant increase of
the water level of Martis Cresk Lake, Sofety of the Martia Creek dam has not been
identified as a poiential impact, yet its exdstence is critical to the Truckes River

Compact and safery of downsiream commumities.

I} Maintenamce of water quality standards in Martis Cresk Lake is the
responsibility of the Corps and the Labontan RWOCR, It is reporied as slowly
deteriorating. Its deterioration also affects downstream riparian users. The draft EIR
fails to identify that detericeation as affecting the “maintenance of a quality
envirenment as mandated by Section 21000 of CEQA.

Sincerely,
Sy . Curas.

Tracy B. Cimeo
14020 Swiss Lane

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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[ Lori Lawrence - Martis |etter- Coms of Engineers.doc  PEL
the = 4
Truckee CA 96161
(3300} 382-4266
I
Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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LETTER 180: TRACY R. CUNEO, RESIDENT

Response 180-1: The commentor questions why the Army Corps of Engineers was not
consulted during the preparation of the Draft EIR. The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers was sent a copy of the Draft EIR for review and comment.
Additionally, the Annual Water Quality Report, Martis Creek Lake, published
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, was used to prepare the Final EIR.
Furthermore, the Martis Valley Community Plan does not propose any
development on or alteration of the Corps property. In response to the
concerns regarding safety of the Martis Creek dam and downstream
impacts, the commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water
Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project), as well as Section
4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Pag

[I;o.ri Lewrence - MARTIS VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN

Letter 181
From: <MSparksd57id@anl com:
To: <LJLAWREMN@PLACER.CA.GOV>
Date: BM9/02 1:50PM
Subject: MARTIS VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN

From: Margare! J. & John E. Sparks, 2700 Spear Street Tower, One Market, San

Francisco, CA 84707, August 19, 2002
To: Placer County Planning Department

Ladies & Gentlemen:

We are owners of a residence at 1407 Oxen Run, Morthstar, Wea have been
property owners at Morthstar for 27 years. We offer the following comments
on the recantly promulgated update of the Martis Valley Commuinity Plan

{"Pian").

Az an overview, the Plan starts fram the premises and assumptions of the
1975 Martis Valley Plan, which have long since bean demonstrated to be -
erroneous, and then assumes the conciusion that a pradetermined amount of
devalopmant in the Martis Valley over tha naxt 20 years should be permitied
for economic reasons whaolly apart from the impact on the envirenment, The
anvironmental issues and the chjectives of SEQA and clher environmental
statutes, both state and federal, are buried in a sea of words thal do nol

fairly identify, address er analyze the environmental (ssues.

{Continued in separate Email)

CC: <JSPARKSEBROBECK.COM>

1811
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LETTER 181: MARGARET J. AND JOHN E. SPARKS, RESIDENTS

Response 181-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy), 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for the Development Conditions in the
Plan Area), and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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Pa

Euﬁ Lawrance - MARTIS VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN, COMTINUED

Letter 182
From: <MSparks457@aol.coms=
To: <LJLAWREN@EZPLACER.CA.GOV>
Date: 81902 1:50PM
Subject: MARTIS VALLEY COMMUMNITY PLAN, CONTINUED

Margaret J. & John E. Sparks
August 19, 2002

Placer Gounty Planning Department
Among the many specific flaws in the Flan are the following:

1. The Plan's geals and objectives are not shown lo be consistant with the
interasts of the present residents and home owners in the Martis Vailey 1821
community or with the preservation of the environmentally cbjective needs of i
the present Martis Valey community.

2. Tha Plan does not crtically evaluate the 1975 Community Plan cbjectives
or thelr consistency with the appropriate objectives for a presant or future 182-2
plan extending to the year 2020,

3. Tha project deseription is incomplets; omitting, for exampla, he
announced plans for addition of 2100 home sites at Northstar amang many other 182-3

things. These critical omissions result in any underatatemant of the
emvironmental fmpacts of the development.

4. The Plan fails to hclude a range of reasonable altermatives. The

altarnatives adopoted omit consideration of a signdficantly reduced 1824
deviepmant project from that contemplated by the 1975 Community Plan,
{a) The "No Project Altemative” erroneously fails to include he J 182-5
cumulative environmental mpect of the 1975 Martis Valley Plan.
(b} The "Reduced Intensity Alternative” omite features reasanably 1825
suggested by commeniators, including a no development project allemative.
| 1827

5. The full extent of environmental impaels is not disclosed,

6. Tha full axtent of cumulative impacts is not identified or analyzed. For
example, the analysis of cumulative impacts omils consideration of the as yat 182.8
unrealized impact of the development contemplated by the 1975 Martis Valley
Plan of of the developments heretofore complated pursuant to that plan.

7. The conclusions in Sections 4.1, 4.4, 4.5, 48 and 4.12 that the various

enviranmental degregations there described are both significant and 1829
"unavoidable® are irational and unsupported by substantial evidence or

analysis.

8. The eonclusions in Section 4.9 that the impact of the development on

various biclegical resources will be less than significant in the light of 182-10

propesed policias, nplementation programs and mitigation lactors are
irrational and unsupported by substantial evidence or analysis,

9. The Plan acknowledges that the proposed davelopment will resul! in

significant impact on surface waler quality, provides no evidence that 18211
available water tables and surface waler in the Marlis Valley will not be

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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LETTER 182: MARGARET J. AND JOHN E. SPARKS, RESIDENTS

Response 182-1:

Response 182-2:

Response 182-3:

Response 182-4:

Response 182-5:
Response 182-6:

Response 182-7:

Response 182-8:

Response 182-9:

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy), 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for the Development Conditions in the
Plan Area), and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 182-4.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 182-4.

The commentor states that the full extent of environmental impacts is not
disclosed, but the commentor fails to identify the inadequacy of the Draft
EIR. The commentor is referred to Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR,
which include an extensive analysis of the environmental impacts
associated with implementation of the Martis Valley Community Plan per
CEQA. No further response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor states that the “significant and unavoidable” impacts
identified in Sections 4.1, 4.4, 45, 46, and 4.12 are irational and
unsupported by substantial evidence or analysis. The commentor fails to
identify how the conclusions are irrational and unsupported by evidence or
analysis. The commentor also does not recommend how the analysis,
mitigation measures or conclusions could have been different than those
contained in the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.

Response 182-10: The commentor states that the “less than significant” impacts identified in

Response 182-11:

Section 4.9 are irrational and unsupported by substantial evidence or
analysis. The commentor fails to identify how the conclusions are irrational
and unsupported by evidence or analysis. The commentor also does not
recommend how the analysis, mitigation measures or conclusions could
have been different than those contained in the Draft EIR. No further
response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).
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Response 182-12: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

Response 182-13: The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised Draft EIR and
recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR adequate for
consideration of the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA.
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Letter 182
2R COy
MY DaTE hy

RECEIVED

alJf +4 ;{I]'ﬂ"l
Monday, August 12, 2002 PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Planning Department Placer County
11414 B Ave

Aubum, CA 95603

Gentlepersons:

I'read and watch with dismay at the numerous development projects that appear to be slated fir
the Martis Valley, which will impact the owners of Northstar properties. OF particular coneern to
me is the proposal to conneet the road from Big Springs Rd. to Schaifer Mill Bd. T understand
the need for a secondary road for emergency access, but am fimmly opposed to allowing it to be
used to shuttle owners or renters from another development to Northstar, 'We owners of
Morthstar property paid & premium for the serenity snd convenience of access to Northstar and its
amenities, not the least of which is its many quiet areas due to roads not being “connector roads.” 1831

[f the developers of the pending Martis Walley projects went their prospective buyers to have
access to ski, then let them come into an improved Northstar Dr, parking area by shottle service
from their respective developments. Do not allow the overdevelop of this valley because the
beauty and relative limited population is what makes it so appealing. Overdevelap it and you
will be Ieft with a “flatland™ type urban mess and declining tax revenue from declining property

values,

Thank you for your consideration to my concemns.

Sincerely,
ﬁ?wﬁ",ﬂ plopaie—
Rick Silvani

1808 Woods Point Way
Worthstar

025.045-T821 home number
S510-635-7700 ex 120 work
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LETTER 183: RICK SILVANI, RESIDENT

Response 183-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).
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Letter 184
GER CO,
N> DATE B#)‘;.
Placer County Planning Dept. Marvin and Mary Carash RECEIVED
11414 “B” Ave. 2424 Harrisburg Ave. e
Auburn, Ca. 95603 Fremont, Ca. 94536 AE 19 IEEL-_,
Re: Martis Valley Community Plan and DEIR PLANNING DEPARTME

We own a home in Carnelian Bay, along with my two sisters and their families and my
mother. Cur home is used during all four seasons by each of our families, all of which
have adult children, And as is the case with thousands of other homes in the region,
guests are frequently invited fo stay with us. The guests and family members, who often
arrive at different times, very frequently come in separate cars. [ point this out to
underscore the fact that the traffic impact of the proposed 6800 units has been
medequately analyzed.

This example, along with similar impacts from those homeowners who will rent their
homes, and lacking satisfactory data about the existing large and ever growing number of 184.2
reverse commuters who come from the Reno arca ( due to the lack of affordable housing
in the community), mandate that the number of proposed units and amount of commercial
area be substantially reduced. This alternative, & minimum 50 % reduction, should along
with “no development”™ be included as altermates for full analvsis in an adequately revised
DEIR, cne which includes accurate traffic generation data and the impacts therefrom, the
impacis of the soon to be opened HWY 267 improvements, plus any other road
improvements resulting from this and other already authorized unbuilt developments in

the region.

In addition, if and when & decision is made to allow some development, it must be
conditioned to stagger the number of residential, recreational and commercial building
and construction permits over a twenty year period, to minimuze or climinate negative
impacts of development on the physical environment and the livability of the Martis 184-5
Valley-Truckee area, and equally important, on North Shore, from Tahoe City to Incline,
particularly the Greater Kings Beach Area. Staggering the permits and commercial and
recreational development will allow for accurately evaluating required mitigation
meeasures, changes in the region over time, and the need for modified mitigations/new

studies,

There are, of course, other potentially significant impacts. It 15 vital to all existing
residents, visitors and businesses, let alone newcomers, that the region’s water supply is
adequate-for domestic use, local fire and wildfire suppression and the ecosystem. The
DEIR sppears inadequate in that it's focus is too localized and lacks depth. A mistake
can’t be made in assessing this critical matter.

184-1

184-3

164-6

Other related subjocts in need of decper analysis include the need for worker housing,
increased wildfire danger from too many new units, adequacy of sewape disposal and
garbage facilitics, potential impacts en Lake Tahoe from increased visitor usage, and
impacts on North Tahoe public safety organizations, roads and public utilities. Lastly, for

Placer County
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the protection and enjoyment of existing and future residents and visitors, development P
mustn’t be authorized without a more rigorous analysis of impacts on the ecosystem. Thiz | gonrd
project is too big to do otherwise,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter. You, the Planning Commission
and the Board of Supervisors have not only a legal duty to do the best job possible
evaluating and making a decision regarding this project, you have a moral duty to do 5o -
to your friends, to your families, and to yourselves. You have a wonderful opportunity to
set a great example for present and future generations to follow. Make us —and

yourselves-proud.

184-7

Marvin and Mary Carash

Copy: Sierra Watch
Board of Supervisors
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LETTER 184: MARVIN AND MARY CARASH, RESIDENTS

Response 184-1:

Response 184-2:

Response 184-3:

Response 184-4:

Response 184-5:

Responser 184-6:

Responser 184-7:

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 184-1.

(The comment letter does not include the number 184-4 due to a counting
error. Therefore, no response is necessary).

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects
of the Project), 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR),
3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the Project), as well as
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) and Section 4.11 (Public Services and
Utilities) of the Draft EIR.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003

3.0-1056



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 185
ER Co
M Date W,
HECEIVED
Date: July 12, 2002
AUG 1 9 2007

Aftn.: Lon Lawrencs g I
Environmental Review Technician =
Placer County Planning Dept. ANNING ﬂEFAHTMENT
11414 “B" Ave.

Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Thank you for the opportunity to
comment on the above-referenced Plan Update
and Draft Environmental Impact Report.
Although the Proposed Plan states that the
Placer County portion of the Martis Valley
has an adijusted holdng capacity of 9,220
units, certain aspects of the plan may well
induce growth far beyond this number.

Most of the units in the Proposed Plan
are luxurious second homes or resort
accommodations. This type of development
requires a large service industry which
employs people who cannot usually afford
market-priced housing in this area.
Developers are required to provide a maxXimum | 1ss2
of only 50% of their employee’s housing.
Therefore, many employees must often commute
long distances. However, there is no
analysis of the degradation of traffic or
air quality if employees must commute from
cities such as Reno or Auburn. Nor iz there
even an estimate of the number of local
employees who already make similar commutes.
Likewise, there is no analysis of the
infrastructure demands for employvees who may

Re: Draft Envirenmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley Po.-
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

185-1
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live in to-be-constructed employee housing, .
for example at the proposed Northstar Cont'd
Employee Housing project. Similarly, the
County does not calculate the housing
demands for construction workers emplovyeed
in the development of the Proposed Plan.
These impacts are potentially significant 185-3
and should be evaluated as to how they will
further degrade traffic service, air quality
and habitat and place increased demand on
public services.

The Proposed Plan does not place limits
on growth. Additional reoads and —
infrastructure such as new wellsand water
storage units may well induce additional
growth beyond the 9,220 units. Moreover,
the County has already rezoned property from
“forest” to “residential” for employee 1855
housing at Northstar. These are growth
inducing impacts and must be analyzed.

Re: Draft Envirenmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martia Vallay Pg.
Community Flan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
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In addition, IR i | icated, | request that
you extend the period for comments until the end of August, 2002, Furthermore, | 1856

because of the inadequacy of the DEIR. | request that the DEIR be revised and
recing

Sincerely yours,

(Print Name) = A
(Print Address)

) Brage v
Kes e, A, %fﬁf__:
Kl ud

L'

Re; Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martie Valloy PO
Community Plan Update, SCH Neo.: 2001072050
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LETTER 185: ARLEE BOYD/BIRD, RESIDENT

Response 185-1:

Response 182-2:

Response 185-3:

Response 185-4:

Response 185-5:

Response 185-6:

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project) and Section 4.2, Housing of the
Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to housing. As specifically noted in
Master Response 3.4.8, a survey regarding where current employees in the
North Tahoe/Truckee area reside was completed in 2002 by the North
Tahoe Resort Association. The results of the survey identify that
approximately 89 to 91 percent of area employees reside in the North
Tahoe/Truckee area. This information is consistent with external traffic
distribution assumptions in the Draft EIR, which was the basis of the air
quality and noise analyses for project traffic effects.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment182-2. As specifically
noted on page 3.0-12 and as depicted on Figures 3.0-5 through -8 in
Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR, the project includes the
Northstar-at-Tahoe employee housing project (Sawmil Heights). The
commentor is also referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Sections 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation),
4.6 (Air Quality), 4.9 (Biological Resources), and 4.11 (Public Services and
Utilities) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 185-1 and pages 7.0-1
through -2 in Section 7.0 (Long-Term Implications) of the Draft EIR regarding
growth-inducing impacts.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 185-3 and 185-4.

The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised Draft EIR and
recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR and Revised
Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and consistent with the
requirements of CEQA.
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Letter 186
€R Coy
q»"‘c’ DATE V7,
132 Belerest Drive RECEIVED
Los Gatos, CA 95032
August 14, 2002 AR 19 2007
L
Placer Co Planning D
i S e PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Auburn CA 95603

Attn: Ms Lori Lawrence Environmental Review Technician
Drear Sirs:

This letter addresses my concerns about the traffic in the Martis Valley based on the
Martiz Valley Commumnity Plan DEIR and my personal observations and conclisions. In 1854
addition this letter asks for comments, clarification and substantistion of statements in the

DEIR.

Traffic in the Martiz Valley will increase and the effects of it will e substantial under all
of the alternatives discussed and yet there is Lttle if any discussion of mass transit, Park
and Ride opportunities or other transportation alternatives. Why are these options not

explored more fully?

Why is the largest transportation system currently operating in the Martis Valley ignored?
I refier to the Northstar Dial a Bus system that from personal observation is very effective
within the resort and results in mimimizing traffic on Northstar Drive to everyone’s 186-2
benefit. Will Northstar continue this service? How do we insure that this element of the
transportation system is maimained and not abolished in some future cost cutting

pctivity?

Are thete any plans for similar systems within the proposed developments and what
would the effect be on traffic if such were required? Because the developers are creating
these commmunities for their gain through the use of these recreational facilities (ski
resorls and golf courses) can they be required to provide additional funds to build and
support such systems?

Lahontan is essentially a walled community, with very limited access and there is no
discussion of how this affects the plan. Does the plan address any additional gated 1863
commumnities? How are the gated communities taxed so that they bear a larger share of
the cost for maintaining the roads like Shafer Mill Road that are used almost exclusively
to serve as a corridor to an exclusive gated comnmmity?

The approach to analysis of the traffic is detailed and yet is there adequate provision or
consideration for the fact that the transportation requirements in the area are substantially
different from a suburban or even rural environment. The development of the Martis 1864
Valley as proposed is for second homes for people who are secking special recreational
benefits. Isn’t this substantially different usage from a roral environment where the

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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inhabitants are living and working in & more normal day-to-day rhythm? What Eﬂs—:d
ont’

provisions in the plan recognize this?

Are there not special requirements which should be considered in such a usage area?
Because of this, the average usage over a year may be very low compared with the usape
at certain peak times such as Sunday afterncons during the ski season when many people
are leaving the area for their primary residence in the San Francisco Bay Area.

One of the overriding assumptions on traffic is that these homnes because they are second
homes will be, on average, lightly oceupied. s thet a reasonable assumption for a 25-
year plan? My personal experience is there are more homes available for short term
seasonable rent than prospective renters ai ¢ his time. Said another way, if the demand for
this available recreation becomes higher becanse the resort owner’s are able to promote it
more successfully or if the economy dictates, the use of these houses will increase, What
data exists to predict the occupancy rate for various economic siuations?

186-5

- What will the traffic patterns be between the various proposed communities? | doubt that
these patterns fit the same model that would apply if we were discussing housing tracks | 1866
in the Santa Clara Valley. How is this factored in to the plan?

The increased housing developments are largely planned for expensive second homes,
where will the people who support this infrastructure live and how is that additional 186-7
traffic considered?

It is my contention that the plan is allowing aggressive building in an area where the
guality of lif is an overriding consideration. That quality of life is defined by open space
and the maintenance of a mountan forest environment. My experience is that it is that
quality that people like myself were trying to capture when they purchased property in 126-8
the arca. Whike progress, meaning more use of the land by more people, is inevitable;
under this plan the rate of growth and the requirements to support this growth will
substantially alter the basic area and its appeal.

I urge the Supervisors of Placer County to consider the magnimude of this requested
propasal and reduce it to 3 more Emited scope,

Sincerely
f&#-ﬂf;’ ‘)]'-. I*)h.Ttle##_.._______h
Dennis M. Moynahan

Copy to: Sierra Watch
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LETTER 186: DENNIS M. MOYNAHAN, RESIDENT

Response 186-1:

Response 186-2:

Response 186-3:

Response 186-4:

Response 186-5:

Response 186-6:

Response 186-7:

Response 186-8:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 186-1.

The commentor is referred to pages 4.11-94 through -97 in Section 4.11
(Public Services and Utilities) for a discussion of road maintenance impacts.
The commentor’s concern about gated communities is outside the scope
of the Draft EIR, as taxation and socioeconomic issues are not evaluated
under CEQA. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), and 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 186-4.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 186-4.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Placer County
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Letter 187
Sean Dowdall Letter, August 16, 2002 ER CO
PEEDATE i,
Attn: Lor Lawrence HECEIVED
Environmental Review Technician
Flacer County Planning Department AUG 1§ 7007
11414 "B" Avenue Ld..
Auburn, CA 95803 .
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report ('DEIR) for the Proposed Martis Walley
Community Plan (‘MVCP") Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrencs:

This letter is in addition to my letter dated August 12 and addresses additional concerns | have regarding
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Martis Valley Community Plan Update

(MVCPL.

After reviewing the DEIR, | befieve that it has not adequately addressed the following water-relatad
issues and, &5 such, am requesting that thess issues be studied further and a new draft EIR be created | 187-1

for public review:

=  Ongoing monitoring of water supply and quality are not addressed in the DEIR as these issues
pertain to the Truckes River-Carson River-Pyramid Lake Water Settlement Act of 1880,

*  \arious levels and types of major davelopment in the MVCPU should be individually addressed as io
the impact on water gquality and quantity so that the benefits of the development can be weighed
against the impacts. This includes assessments of golf courses, ski area expansion, new
subdivisions and commercial development.

= Variability in water supply, from drought to floods, should be studied. The data used appears 1o be
avarages, but should include the possibility of multi-year droughts and the water neads of ever 187-2
growing populations, industry and agricultura in both California and Nevada. Water studies should
be conducted to assess and recommend mitigation tactics for all water supply conditions.

* Waste treatment and water quality are not adequately addrassad due to the DEIR's development
assumptions, which are far balow the limit allowed in the MVCPU. Alsc, the impact of the MVCPLU on
adjaining wetlands and the interdependence of these wetlands on the water supply for Martis Valley
and the downstream areas of the Truckea River are nol adequately addressed.

» |t doss not appear the LS Geological Survey or the Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe wers intariewsd
andfor consulted for the DEIR. This is an oversight, particularly with the history of sensitivity around
these issues. Their input iz not only valuable, but critical for the public to fairy interpret and judoes the

MVCPU.

Sincerely,

2032 Scolt Streat
San Francisco, A 24115

415.885.8518

4018 Skiview, Northstar

Placer County
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LETTER 187: SEAN DOWDALL, RESIDENT

Response 187-1: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project).

Response 187-2: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project).
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Letter 188
R GOy,
CEDaTE “Vry
Date: July 12, 2002 Y QECEWED
Attn.: Lori Lawrence aUR 19 200
Environmental Review Technician LU
Placer County Planning Dept.
a4 m Ave, O PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re. Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Mz, Lawranca:

Thank you for the opportunity to
comment on the above-referenced Plan Update
and Draft Environmental Impact Report. I am
particularly interested in the Biological
Resources in the Martis Valley since I
frequently hike in the region.

As I reviewed the description of the
Martis Valley, I was surprised that no
attempt was made to describe the Placer Co.
Portion of the Valley as part of a larger
ecosystem, one that at least included the
watershed of the Truckee River as it flows
through the Valley. Your regional setting
description is simply one of the Sierra
Nevada mountain range. How is it possible to
assess whether proposed development would
have an impact on the wvegetation and
wildlife of the Martis Valley if you analyze
the Placer County portion in isolation? For
example, how does the Martis Valley function
as a migration corridor between surrounding
areas for animals such as mule deer? What —
width of migration corridor is reguired for
deer and other migratory species? Isn’t
there a more precise method, such as radio

1881

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley pg-_~
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
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collars on species of concern, rather than
“road kill data”, for determining migration

188-2

corridors? Please describe the regional e
setting for theMartis Valley in a meaningful
way.

In addition, please use adeguate survey
techniques to describe migration corridors
as well as the presence or absence of animal
and plant species of concern. This is
especially important since Placer County is
embarking on a Habitat Conservation Flan
which would protect the diversity of life in
this region. Since the studies for the
Martis Valley have not been done, it is
especially important that the information on
biological resources for the Community Plan,
which seeks to guide the development of the
Valley for the next 20 years, be as detailed
and accurate as possible. 0Unless the County
develops more detailed information about
species which currently depend on the Martis
valley, and their habitats, it is
impossible to identify which land to develop
and which land to preserve in order to
assure continued survival of plants and
animals of concern.

Since the Lahontan Cutthroat Trout is a
federally threatened species, and since
sediment and water quality can adversely
affect spawning, I request that you analyze
how new roads and roadway expansions, which e
regquire sanding in the winter, will affect
recovery plans for this species. Similarly,
the water reguirementsfor recreational uses
such as snow-making and golf courses and

1B8-3

.-'J

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Repaort for the Proposed Martis Valley pgﬁ;’z
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-1067



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

their effects on water gquality should be
analyzed for their effects on the Lahontan
Cutthroat Trout in particular, as well as e
other animal and plant species which might
be affected.

The County relies on policies in the
Community Plan to reduce potentially
significant impacts on biological resources
to less than significant. However, these
pelicies are very vague and defer evaluation
of many ecoleogical rescurces such as
wetlands, stream environment zones, habitat
for rare, threatened or endangered animals
and plants, deer ranges, large areas of non-
fragmented natural habitat and wildlife
movement zones, until specific development
plans for projects are considered. This
will be too late to limit development or
change development patterns in the Martis
Valley so that bioclogical resources are
protected. Such an evaluation should be
made prior to submission of individual
project proposals.

The logic of the plan is difficult to
follow. Why, in the Draft Environmental
Impact Report, does mitigation for the
Proposed Land Use Diagram result in less
than significant impacts for individual 1886
species of concern; yet, the cumulative
impacts are significant and unavoidable ?
Is this what happens when you look at
projects or species in isclation, without
considering the broader picture?

188-5

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Vallay po- 51 3
Community Plan Update, SCH Mo.: 2001072050
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becaus ' uacy of the DEIR, | the DEIR be revised and

recirculated.

Sincersly yours,

f,’zi'{-r'r_a-ﬂgﬁ {,L'J_M-.ﬂ—-.-' G‘Tf{__-

{Print Nﬂrl'ﬂj _ Breakte Durngiunods .
(Print Addrees) 3 B o A/E
Eryctad Beast o AV, Foyo -
}.’\i.ni;l'_r.';'n..'{ B ﬂ-“lf-E_ R‘-'_'Hf#, B AR .-;ﬂmd?

Y
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley pg. _ 5%
Coammunitv Plan Undate. SCH No.: 2001072050
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LETTER 188: BROOKE DURASTANTE, RESIDENT

Response 188-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), as well as Section
4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR. Regarding the Truckee River
watershed portion of the comment, the commentor is referred to page 3.0-
1 in Section 3.0 (Project Description) and page 4.7-1 in Section 4.7
(Hydrology and Water Quallity) for a discussion of the Truckee River under
“Regional Setting”. In Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) the Truckee River
watershed is discussed on pages 4.9-82 and -88. Additionally, the
commentor is referred to the first page of Sections 3.0 and 4.1 through 4.12
of the Draft EIR for additional regional setting information that is applicable
to each issue area.

Response 188-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment ~12 and pages 4.9-32
through -33 and pages 4.9-81 through -87 in Section 4.9 (Biological
Resources) of the Draft EIR for a discussion of impacts on wildlife movement
and migration corridors as well as applicable County policies and
implementation programs. The deer migration corridors were mapped
using the road kill data from Caltrans in addition to deer track surveys for
Hopkins Ranch (Holl, 2002), Eaglewood (North Fork Associates, 2001 and
2002) and Siller Ranch (Jones and Stokes, 2001). The deer track surveys
including raking the dirt on the three project sites and evaluating deer
tracks during the spring and fall migration. The commentor states that the
regional setting should be described in a more meaningful way. The
commento fails to identify how the description of the regional setting could
have been improved. No further response is necessary.

Response 188-3: The commentor insinuates that adequate survey techniques (to describe
migration corridors and the presence or absence of animal and plant
species) were not used to prepare the Martis Valley Community Plan
Update and Draft EIR. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1
(Project Description Adequacy) and Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of
the Draft EIR. Current research was used to prepare this Draft EIR. The
commentor is referred to pages 4.9-90 through -91 in Section 4.9 for a list of
references used to prepare the Biological Resources section of the Draft EIR.
It should be noted that this Draft EIR evaluates the environmental impacts
associated with implementing the Martis Valley Community Plan Update.
As stated on page 3.0-34, “Upon certification of this EIR and adoption of
the Martis Valley Community Plan, subsequent development and public
projects in the Plan area would be evaluated for their consistency with the
Plan. In addition, environmental review of subsequent projects in the Plan
area that are determined to be consistent with the Martis Valley
Community Plan would be subject to the provisions of CEQA and the
Placer County Environmental Review Ordinance.” Accordingly, the project
applicants of proposed development projects will be required to conduct
separate environmental reviews of their projects, which wil include a
thorough biological impact review of that development using current
research and data that is specific to the individual project sites.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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Response 188-4:

Response 188-5:

Response 188-6:

Response 188-7:

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-39. Regarding water
quality, the commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality)
and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to implementation programs and mitigation
measures in Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR. Additionally,
the commentor is referred to Response to Comment 188-3.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). As stated under
cumulative setting, the impacts are not specific to the Martis Valley
Community Plan area. The cumulative conditions include proposed and
conceptual development in the Martis Valley as well as development
allowed under the Town of Truckee General Plan and Nevada County
General Plan.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the
Review Period). The commentor also requests that the County prepare a
revised Draft EIR and recirculate it to the public. The County considers the
Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project
and consistent with the requirements of CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 189
GER CO
M DatE Wi,
Date: July 12, 2002 RECEIVED
Attn.: Lori Lawrence AUG © 4 7007
Environmental Review Technician A
Placer Gounty Planning Dept. PLANNING DEPﬂHmENT

11414 "B" Ave.
Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrance:

Thank you for the oppeortunity to
comment on the above-referenced Plan Update
and Draft Environmental Impact Report.
Water quality is of interest to many pecople
in this area, in part because of the
problems with the Glenshire water supply
containing high levels of arsenic. The 188-1
Glenshire situation may be replicated in the
Martis Valley, particularly because several
test wells in the Martis Valley show
unacceptable levels of arsenic, manganese
and radon. Please do the necessary tests to
confirm that the kind of water use predicted
in the Proposed Plan will not result in
elevated lewvels of arsenic, manganese,
radon, and other hazardous elements in the
ground water supply.

Substantial acreage (more than 4,000
acres) will be urbanized under the Proposed
Plan. However, not all the sources of
pollutants are identified. For example, the | ;4.
sediment load from ski runs and bike trails
has not been analyzed. Moreover,
construction sites frequently pollute
waterways, yet no analysis has been done of

Re: I}rnﬂ Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Vallay po.
...... b Blawm | lmdaba QCH KA 200407 0E0
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the specific kinds and levels of pollutants
from construction activities, Please do an
adequate analysis of the pollutants, such as
sediments, o©ils, grease, trash, etc., which E:i
may arise from ongoing activities such as

ski and bike trails and from construction
sites. Without this information, it is not
possible to meet the water guality
cbjectives and lecad limitations for
sediments which have been set for various
water bodies and creeks in the Valley.

The DEIR relies on deferred policies
and mitigaticons to conclude that the impacts
from the Proposed Plan to water quality are
less than significant. Unless the County
requires specific measures to maintain or
improve water guality, such as reducing the
development footprint, eliminating golf 189-3
courses, prohibiting massive amounts of
grading, and determining how much true open
space buffer is required to protect each
water body in the plan area, it cannot
logically conclude that the Proposed Plan
will have insignificant impacts on water
gquality. Please include these measures in a
revised DEIR to ensure our water quality.

Finally, although you assume there is
some interaction between the upper aquifer,
fed by surface waters, and the middle and
lower aquifer, which will supply much of the —
water for the Proposed Plan, you conclude
there is insufficient interaction between
the two aguifers to permit contamination of
ground water supplies by polluted surface
water. Please guantify the amount of

Re: Draft Envirenmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley pa.
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
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interaction between the two aquifers so that
the public is more certain that our ground 1894
water will not be contaminated by surface entd

water.

in addition, because the DEIR is so long and complicated, | request that

u

he period for nts until ust, 2002. Furthermore, | 1gg.5

Sincerely yours,

{Print Name) Lanet [ floce

{Print Address) fod #5ET  Tpeoiwd Vuemd bh 31150

_sﬁ,_ﬁ!.L_M

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley pg.
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
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LETTER 189: LARRY POLLOCK, RESIDENT

Response 189-1:

Response 189-2:

Response 189-3:

Response 189-4:

Response 189-5:

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR regarding
concerns relating to water quality.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR regarding
concerns relating to the identification of pollutants from ski runs, bike trails,
construction sites.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 189-1.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality), 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project), and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water
Quality) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the
Review Period). The commentor also requests that the County prepare a
revised Draft EIR and recirculate it to the public. The County considers the
Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project
and consistent with the requirements of CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003
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Latter 190
ERCO
q\""’c DATE u"'l"?-;,
Ms. Lori Lawrence RECEIVED
Placer County Planning Dept. ;3
11414 B Avenue AllG 19 07
Aubum, CA 95603 BLANNING DEP&HT{ M(_‘ -»

RE: Martis Valley Draft EIR Comments

I am responding to this plan as a concerned citizen of Truckee for the past 17
years and as the Park Ranger for the Army Corps of Engineers at Martis Creek

Lake.

Under Goal 1.G:
Policy 1.G.4 states the County shall permanently protect Martis Lake's high

quallty sport fishery.

This is a contradiction to the whole Plan, How can you possibly think the effect

of three more golf courses on Martis Lake can be mitigated? Martis Lake is the e
watershed for Martis Valley. All golf courses will ultimately have some drainage
into the lake, in addition to surface water from all the landscaping of new homes.
The lake is far too small to be able to handle the amount of nutrients (organic or
chemical) that will result from having five golf courses upstream from it.

Policy 1.G.5 states that the County will ensure areas of development are
subordinate to the creation of interconnected greenbelts and open spaces, which

tie together the large expanses of Martis Valley.

You know darn well these private developments are NOT going to let the local
Fiff raff hike in their developments. One developer has already erected a barbed
wire fence across a popular trail at the end of Army Corp property on the west 190-2
side of the valley. Why did they need to put barbed wire there? These are
humans and dogs, not cows. They want to make sure people do not encroach
on their property or see what they are doing back there. As the head of DMB
Highlands, division of Lahontan, who is on the committee for the Plan, said at
one of the committee meetings when asked if the citizens of Truckee would be
able to use their golf course "not likely”. You can be sure the response to hiking
thru their development would be the same.

Policy 1G.1 states The County shall support the preservation and enhancement
of natural resources and open space.

What do we need "enhancement” of our natural landforms and resources for?? 180.3
They are fine the way they are, Mother Nature does not need man to "enhanca”
her creations. If enhancing means golf courses, then you are obviously in the
pockets of the developers for money only and do not care about what really

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
May 2003

Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-1076



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

happens to this area or what the community wants. This much proposed ot

development can only degrade the area'’s natural resources.

Palicy 1.G.6 States the County shall require new development be designed and
constructed to protect, enhance, rehabilitate, restore to the maximum extent

feasible.

What does the maximum extent “feasible” mean? IF it's not “feasible” to restore
and protect you just won't worry about it? Proposing to mitigate the efferts of
this massive plan at a project level is truly short-sighted and to the advantage of
the developers and disadvantage of the affected area.

190-4

Goal 1.H. To preserve and enhance open space for outdoor recreation purposes.

(There's that word enhance again)
This is contradictory to everything in the plan.

Policy 1H.2 The County shall encourage the development of the recreation and 180-5
open space potential of all water features,

Again, WHY? Why do these features need to be “developed”? They are fine in
their wild state. You are setting the stage to destroy our natural features and
watersheds, not "enhance” them.

Further, the Truckee alrport will of course have to expand to accommodate all
the private jets that our 2™ homeowners will need to go back and forth in. The
jet traffic is already an obnoxious blight over Truckee, we do not need more jet
noise. Studies have shown that air poliution kills trees. Many of the pine trees
on Joerger Drive north of the airport (where the planes take off) are dying. Do 190-8
you think the trees will survive an alrport expansion? Mot likely. The Martis
campground will be highly affected by more air traffic, both noise wise and
pollution wise. The trees in this area are already under stress. The recreation
experience at the campground will be destroyed If jets start flying in and out of
the valley at night.

Lastly, I don't know if anyone down there in the foothills was able to observe |
Truckee and North Lake Tahoe on 4™ of July weekend. Well I was, it took me 1
hour to get to work on July 4, from Glenshire to Martis Lake! This was the
mast crowded July 4™ weekend I have seen yet. It took me half an hour to get
to work on Friday, July 5. When are all these second homeowners going to be 1907
here? On weekends and holidays. The addition of that many more pecple to
our roads will make every intersection a "Z” intersection in one continuous line,
Traffic in town has been almost that bad since then. It is very difficult to get
anything done in this town or Tahoe City from 4™ of July through Labor Day
already. How do you think thousands more vehicles can be accommodated by
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our road system and why should we enlarge it to try to accommodate more o
traffic? I'll bet a public opinion poll would not reveal many area residents who Cont'd
want our road system expanded and enlarged to accommodate more second

homeowners.

There are currently 32 projects approved or proposed within the Martis
Valley/Truckee areal The last thing this area neads or can handle is another 190-8
6,000 homes, plus commercial space, plus a four-lane highway to feed into two

lane towns.

If we wanted to five In a city, we'd live in a city. Don't try to make this beautiful
area a dity, It Is too fragile. Don't let the rich second homeowners, most of
which do not care about their second home communities, run out the backbone
citizens of our communities. These communities are not necessary to our
survival, Placer County has plenty of other income. There are hundreds of
homes for sale in the area, including homes at Northstar, Lahontan, Tahoe
Donner and the North Shore. People who desire second homes in the Tahoe
area can buy an existing million dollar home |nstead of adding more impact to
our fragile area that Is already being loved to death.

There is no good reason for allowing this extent of development in Martis Valley.
Please add an alternative to the plan of 1,000 homes, very small commercial, no
industrial, and ideally, NO golf courses. Placer County is negligent to even
consider proposing this levet of development In the fragile environment of Martis

Valley and to belleve adding that much traffic to Truckee and the north shore e
cann be mitigated by creating a few mile long 4 lane highway. The way the
bypass is designed, it is not going to alleviate traffic that much on 267 and a
huge bottleneck will result with the four lane merging from Martis Valley into the

bypass.

This plan will be so detrimental to the Truckee/North Shore area, there are

almost endless reasons to not consider It. Placer County needs to go back to the
community and find out what ouridea of what we want owrareato beis, andto | 1s0-11
stop telling us that all the other studies showing how unfeasible this s are wrong

and all your people are right.

190-8

Sincerely,

-

154003 Ve
Touwedae Feldpl
S87- (020
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LETTER 190: JACQUI ZINK, RESIDENT

Response 190-1:

Response 190-2:

Response 190-3:

Response 190-4:

Response 190-5:

Response 190-6:

Response 190-7:

Response 190-8:

Response 190-9:

Response 190-10:

Response 190-11:

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quallity) of the Draft EIR.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2
(Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 9-8.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and
Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 191
Lon Lawrence
Placer County Planning Dept.
11414 B Avenue
Aubum,Ca 25603 ERC
O
M DaTe Uﬂ')}
Kacey Brown RECEIVED
PO Box 10444
Truckee, CA 96161 AUG 19 2pv
-

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Dear Mz, Lawence

I would like to express my concem over the Martis Valley project. Ilive, work and own
& home in Truckee. T feel this project will adversely affect the quality of my life.

The project in my opinion is too kig. [ don’t want highway 267 to be a four lane
highway. [ also do not want the complexion of the small town I chose to live in to be 19114

changed forever,

I love Truckee because it is a small ideal place for me to raise my family. [ enjoy the
clean air, open spaces and relative lack of traffic. This project will have too much impact
on all of these areas. Please consider reducing the size and magnitude of this project.
The Lake Tahoe region is one of our nations finest places, Plzase think about this before
allowing 7,000 new homes and new unnecessary golf courses to be built.

Thank you,

Kacey Brown

Placer County
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LETTER 191: KACEY BROWN, RESIDENT

Response 191-1:

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 192

Lon Lawrence

Placer County Planming Dept.

11414 B Avenue

Auburn,Ca #5603

GER CO
N M DATE u""’i}
Peter Kristian RECEIVED
12619 Rainbow Drive
Truckes, CA 96161 AUG T 9
- Le
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Deear Mz, Lawibnce

I am writing to cxpress my opposition to the Martis Valley Community Plan. Asa
Truckee resident and homeowner I fieel this project will only negatively affiect the quality
of lifie in this area.

I chose to live in Truckee, put down roots, and raise my farnily here in large part because
of the beauntiful natural environment and small size of the town and surrounding areas. I
also work in Truckee off of highway 267 close to where this project will begin,

The impact of this large project on the Town of Truckes will be increased traffic, 1921
pollution and more residents to an area people live in for it's natural beauty and healthy
environment. I don’t want 7,000 new houses. 1don't want highway 267 to be a 4 lanc

highway. This project is just too big,

Truckee is a special place for me. T live here because I think it is one of the most
beautiful places in the couniry. Please do not allow development of the current proposed
magnimde. The impact on this still small community is too great. Please take the
citizens of Truckes into consideration when making decisions on this project, This
project would change the environment that we live in forever.

Thank you,

Peter Kristian
Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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LETTER 192: PETER KRISTIAN, RESIDENT

Response 192-1: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts
to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact
Analysis).

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-1083



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letter 153
ER CQ
;M Date Yty
Date: July 12, 2002 RECEIVED
Attn.: Lori Lawrence AUG 19 02
Environmental Review Technician [ -
Placer County Planning Dept. : PLANNING DEPARTMENT

11414 "B" Ave.
Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Thank you for the opportunity to
comment on the above-referenced Plan Update
and Draft Environmental Impact Report.
Water gquality is of interest to many people
in this area, in part because of the
problems with the Glenshire water supply
containing high levels of arsenic. The 1931
Glenshire situation may be replicated in the
Martis Valley, particularly because several
test wells in the Martis Valley show
unacceptable lewvels of arsenic, manganese
and radon. Please do the necessary tests to
confirm that the kind of water use predicted
in the Proposed Plan will not result in
elevated levels of arsenic, manganese,
radon, and other hazardous elements in the
ground water supply.

Substantial acreage (more than 4,000
acres) will be urbanized under the Proposed
Plan. Howewer, not all the sources of
pollutants are identified. For example, the | 4g.2
sediment load from ski runs and bike trails
has not been analyzed. Moreover,
construction sites frequently pollute
waterways, yet no analysis has been done of

Ra: Draft M!WEW‘WW E the Proposed Martis Valley Pg
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the specific kinds and levels of pollutants
from construction activities. Please do an
adequate analysis of the pollutants, such as
sediments, oils, grease, trash, etc., which

may arise from ongoing activities such as b
ski and bike trails and from construction
sites. Without this information, it is not
possible to meet the water quality
objectives and load limitations for
sediments which have been set for various
water bodies and creeks in the Valley.

The DEIR relies on deferred policies
and mitigations to conclude that the impacts
from the Proposed Plan to water quality are
less than significant. Unless the County
regquires specific measures to maintain or
improve water quality, such as reducing the
development footprint, eliminating golf 1833
courses, prohibiting massive amounts of
grading, and determining how much true open
space buffer is required to protect each
water body in the plan area, it cannot
logically conclude that the Proposed Plan
will have insignificant impacts on water
quality. Please include these measures in a
revised DEIR to ensure our water quality.

Finally, although you assume there is
some interaction between the upper aquifer,
fed by surface waters, and the middle and
lower aquifer, which will supply much of the
water for the Proposed Flan, you conclude 193-4
there is insufficient interaction between
the two aguifers to permit contamination of
ground water supplies by polluted surface
water. Please quantify the amount of

Re Draft Environmental impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley pa.
Communite Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
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interaction between the two aquifers so that
the publiec is more certain that our ground 193-4
water will not be contaminated by surface =
water.

1935

Sinceraly yours,

(Print Name) /f/}” Ly ‘&@ QT

(Print Address) 7O PX | ] 3¢S :
[Censs Beoek, Ca,

C e 2 F6143 - 135

ol
VaEe)

1y

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley po-
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
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LETTER 193: GARY SCOTT, RESIDENT

Response 193-1: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 189-1.
Response 193-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 189-2.
Response 193-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 189-3.
Response 193-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 189-4.

Response 193-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 189-5.
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Letter 194
CER Co
oM DATE %'};,,
Date: July 12, 2002 RECEIVED
AIG 1§ T
Attn.: Lor Lawrence 4y i *.’I]!i'.i_#“L
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Dept. PLANNING DEPARTMENT
11414 "B" Ave.

Aubumn, Ca, 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

__ Thank you for the opportunity to
comment on the above-referenced Plan Update
and Draft Environmental Impact Report. I am
particularly interested in the Biological
Resources in the Martis Valley since I
frequently hike in the region.

As I reviewed the description of the
Martis Valley, I was surprised that no
attempt was made to describe the Placer Co.
Portion of the Valley as part of a larger
ecosystem, one that at least included the
watershed of the Truckee River as it flows 1941
through the Valley. Your regional setting
description is simply one of the Sierra
Nevada mountain range. How is it possible to
2ssess whether proposed development would
have an impact on the vegetation and
wildlife of the Martis Valley if you analyze
the Placer County portion in isolation? For
example, how does the Martis Valley function
as a migration corridor between surrounding
areas for animals such as mule deer? What -
width of migration corridor is required for
deer and other migratory species? Isn’'t
there a more precise method, such as radio

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley PG
Commanity Plan Undate. SCH Na_:  200Mn7onen ——

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placi/lr Co;ggg
Final Environmental Impact Report ay
3.0-1088
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collars on species of concern, rather than
“road kill data”, for determining migration| 1ssz
corridors? Please describe the regional Cank
setting for theMartis Valley in a meaningful

way.

In addition, please use adeguate survey
techniques to describe migration corridors
as well as the presence or absence of animal
and plant species of concern. This is
especially important since Placer County is
embarking on a Habitat Conservation Plan
which would protect the diversity of life in
this region. Since the studies for the
Martis Valley have not been done, it is
especially important that the information on
biological resources for the Community Plan,
which seeks to guide the development of the
Valley for the next 20 years, be as detailed
and accurate as possible. Unless the County
develops more detailed information about
species which currently depend on the Martis
Valley, and their habitats, it is
impossible to identify which land to develop
and which land to preserve in order to
assure continued survival of plants and
animals of concern.

Since the Lahontan Cutthroat Trout is a
federally threatened species, and since
sediment and water quality can adversely
affect spawning, I request that you analyze | 1944
how new roads and roadway expansions, which
require sanding in the winter, will affect
recovery plans for this species. Similarly,
the water requirementsfor recreational uses
such as snow-making and golf courses and

184-3

Re: Draft Environmental impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley  pg.
Commusnity Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
oo z00e Final Environmental Impact Report
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their effects on water quality should be
analyzed for their effects on the Lahontan 194-4
Cutthroat Trout in particular, as well as Cont'd
other animal and plant species which might
be affected.

The County relies on policies in the
Community Plan to reduce potentially
significant impacts on bioclogical resources
to less than significant. However, these
policies are very vague and defer evaluation
of many ecological resources such as
wetlands, stream environment zones, habitat | 1945
for rare, threatened or endangered animals
and plants, deer ranges, large areas of non-
fragmented natural habitat and wildlife
movement zones, until specific development
plans for projects are considered. This
will be too late to limit development or
change development patterns in the Martis
Valley so that biological resources are
protected. Such an evaluation should be
made prior to submission of individual
project proposals. ,

The logic of the plan is difficult to
follow. Why, in the Draft Environmental
Impact Report, does mitigation for the
Proposed Land Use Diagram result in less
than significant impacts for individual inan
species of concern; yet, the cumulative
impacts are significant and unavoidable ?
Is this what happens when you loock at
projects or species in isolation, without
considering the broader picture?

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley Pa-
Communiiv Flan Update. SCH Mo.: 20040720580

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
May 2003
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In addition. because the DEEWMM

1847
Sincerely yours,
Lort  Aghitan.
(Print Name) Lt F 2 s
(Print Address) F-0, B )20
u’t-&«’_a—g,-a
Lo T Rk
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley ;
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050 e
Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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LETTER 194 LORI ASHTON, RESIDENT

Response 194-1: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 188-1.
Response 194-2:  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 188-2.
Response 194-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 188-3.
Response 194-4:  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 188-4.
Response 194-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 188-5.

Response 194-6: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 188-6.

Response 194-7: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 188-7.
Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Latter 195
ER COD
M Fate My,
Date: July 12, 2002 RECEIVED
Attn.: Lor Lawrence AG 1 9 g
Environmental Review Technician Ll
Placer County Planning Dept. PLANNING DEPARTMENT

11414 "B" Ave,
Auburn, Ca, 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Thank you for the opportunity to
comment on the above-referenced Plan Update
and Draft Environmental Impact Report.

I am particularly concerned about long-term
water supply because water in the west is
relatively scarce. Let’s be certain that
water in the Martis Valley is not wasted on
amenities such as private golf courses
unless there is sufficient water for all
other uses first.

The DEIR fails to prove that there is
sufficient water supply because it failed to
consider all planned land uses such as 195-2
landscaping and snow-making which would
generate demand for water. Please provide
detailed information about the water demands
of these and other potential uses.

Although the Proposed Plan assumes an
“adjusted holding capacity of only 9,220
units, the Community Plan would allow nearly
twice that number of units. Without
implementing a limit on the number of units,
it is wishful thinking to assume that the
number of units would be constructed at well
below the maximum densities permitted.

185-1

195-3

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valiey po.
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
r Coun
oo z00e Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2003
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Because of this flaw in assumptions, the
DEIR underestimates the amount of water
required for housing development by as much
as 50%. Moreover, it assumes that only 20 % | 1953
of the homes will be permanently occupied. RS
However, that ignores the fact that many of
the homes will have fractional ownership or
be part of a rental program. Once again,
this results in an underestimation of water
demand.

Recent newspaper accounts of the effect
of global warming (now widely believed by
both the federal government and scientists
to be real) on the western states indicate
that snow pack in the Sierras will be
greatly reduced in as few as 30 years.

Since most of the water for this region is a | ies4
result of snowfall, water should be
conserved, not wasted on private golf
courses which will serve only a small
percentage of the local population. I urge
the county to take a long-term view toward
land and water use rather than one based on
short-term economic windfalls for
developers.

Some current development in the Martis
Valley, such as Northstar, depends on spring
water. WNo analysis has been done on the
effect of using this water on wetlands in
the area. It is not adequate to asaume that 1955
there is not much interaction between
springs, seeps and other types of surface
water with the deeper ground water which
will supply water to much of the proposed
development. Please do the type of analysis

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Vallay Pg-
Community Plan Update. SCH No.: 2001072050

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
May 2003

Final Environmental Impact Report
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reguired to prove the lack of interactiocn
between surface and ground water which you
assume in the Draft Environmental Impact e
Report. Also evaluate the use of spring
water by development, both proposed and
current, on regional wetlands,

New infrastructure will have to be
developed to provide proposed development
with water. Yet no analysis has been done
to evaluate the effects of water storage
units, pipes, and wells on the surrounding
development. Please do the necessary
studies.

It is imperative that the County
demonstrate the availability of adeguate
water prior to allowing such intensive,
waterhdemand;ng development in the Martis
Valley in order to evaluate the impacts of 195-7
new development on the water supply. It is
not sufficient to defer the demonstration of
long-term, reliable and adequate supplies of
potable water to proponents of new
development {(Policy 6.C.1)

185-6

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley  pg.
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2003
3.0-1095
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e e

(Print Name)

(Primt Address)

a

L omo

~T AdeE

DB ¥ «7
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Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley pa-
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2004072050

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-1096
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LETTER 195: DIANA L. COMOUCHE, RESIDENT

Response 195-1:

Response 195-2:

Response 195-3:

Response 195-4:

Response 195-5:

Response 195-6:

Response 195-7:

Response 195-8:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-1 and Table 4.7-4
on Page 4.7-55 in Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR
regarding concerns relating to water supply for landscaping and
snowmaking.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) regarding buildout
potential and adjusted holding capacity.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) for a discussion regarding global warming and water supply.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-1.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-1.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the
Review Period). The commentor also requests that the County prepare a
revised Draft EIR and recirculate it to the public. The County considers the
Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project
and consistent with the requirements of CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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Letter 196
B O
prcermn’am”}>

HECEWNED
Date: July 12, 2002

AUg 19 N7
Aftn.: Lor Lawrence Ll
Environmental Review Technician .
Placer County Planning Dept. PLANNING DEPARTME——=
11414 “B" Ave.

Auburm, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Thank you for the opportunity to
comment on the abowve-referenced Plan Update
and Draft Environmental Impact Report.
Although the Proposed Plan states that the 196-1
Placer County portion of the Martis Valley
has an adjusted holdng capacity of 9,220
units, certain aspects of the plan may well
induce growth far beyond this number.

Most of the units in the Proposed Plan
are luxurious second homes or resort
accommodations. This type of development
requires a large service industry which
employs people who cannot usually afford
market-priced housing in this area.
Developers are required to provide a maximum
of only 50% of their employee’s housing.
Therefore, manvy emplovees must often commute
long distances. However, there is no
analysis of the degradation of traffic or
air quality if employees must commute from
cities such as Reno or Auburn. Nor is there
even an estimate ¢f the number of local
employees who already make similar commutes.
Likewise, there is no analysis of the
infrastructure demands for employees who may

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley pg. |
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

196-2

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County

Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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live in to-be-constructed employee housing,
for example at the proposed Northstar
Employee Housing project. Similarly, the

County does not calculate the housing —
demands for construction workers employeed Cont'd
in the development of the Proposed Plan.
These impacts are potentially significant
and should be evaluated as to how they will
further degrade traffic service, air guality
and habitat and place increased demand on
public services.

The Proposed Plan does not place limits
on growth. Additional roads and
infrastructure such as new wellsand water
storage units may well induce additional
growth beyond the 9,220 units. Moreover,
the County has already rezoned property from
“forest” to “residential” for employee i
housing at Northstar. These are growth
inducing impacts and must be analyzed.

186-3

Re: Draft Environmental impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley PE- _u-ﬂ_'“__
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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_mmmgnﬂﬁmmfmuandmml icated, | request that

C il 1 ! Jus . 196-5
use of the i of the DEIR, | request that the DEIR be revised and
recirculated,
Sincersly yours

(Print Name) MARYA f}'_Lﬁ-’rme
(Print Address)  _PNP4 [y |

r-ﬂ'f Ve K., CA F6I1¥3
P Hz..u_ﬂ
Déq ?MM - LT g

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martia Valley  pg.—>
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 20072050

Placer County

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003

Final Environmental Impact Report
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LETTER 196: MARYA RODDIS, RESIDENT

Response 196-1: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 185-1.
Response 196-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 185-2.
Response 196-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 185-3.
Response 196-4: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 185-4.

Response 196-5: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 185-5.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-1101
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Letter 197
GER Co
?": DATE U“');,,_
15 August 2002 RECEIVED
Attn: Lori Lawrence AllG 1 § ?fﬂﬂ:"dé_.
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department PMNN!NG DEPﬂHTMENT

11414 “B" Avenue
Avhurn, CA 95603

Re: Draft Environmentz] Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley Community Plan
Update, SCH No. 2001072050

Dear M=, Lawrence;

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced Flan Update and
DEIR. There are 20 many issues [ would like to address that [ don’t have time or space to

fit them all in. Iam sure that my objections to the Plan and EIR have mostly been L)
addressed by others who feel this project is irresponsible and should be halred and

rethought,

T would like to specifically address the issue of mitigation. [ see no logical progression
from significant impact to ao impact with mitigation, For instance, air quality is
mitigated by off-site remedies or an in liew fee. How is this going to protect air quality in | 4s7.2
the Martis Valley? Simple logic tells us the air in Martis will still suffer the
consequences of your development.

Golf courses as wildlife comridors are patently absurd. Are the animals only supposed to
use this when the golf courses are closed? [don't believe the critters will move in these
corridors with people around and even if they did the golfers would have them shot, 197-3
Check out Hilton Head Island, SC, they have a huge problem with alligators on their

COUTSCSE,

You provide affordable housing for half the employees generated by this project. Where
are the other half going to live? We already have a huge affordable housing deficit. 197-4
Does this 50% include construction workers? Where will they live?

How can all this construction be completed with only a two-lane highway to move
construction vehicles on and off-site? Your representatives have stated that the four-Tane
highway will come into existence only after the project is mostly completed. On the
subject of traffic, I and numerous other members of the public have shown up at public 187-5
meetings to tell your planners that we don't care what the traffic models show, 1helieve
your models are wrong, [have lived here 16 years and theory and quantitative analyses
are qust that. How can you prove these theories apply to our situation?

CEQA and NEPA require a “no build” altemmative, How do vou justify reverting to the
old plan in this case? This is certainly contrary to the spirit and intent of CEQA ifnotthe | 1978

law.

Placer County

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003

Final Environmental Impact Report
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Opportunities for citizen input have so far been abselutely appalling. First, most of the
locals around here still do not know about the proposed plans for Martis Valley. Sccond,
FOUr announcements for public meetings are woefully inadequate and/or non-existent, A
typical newspaper announcement usually reads “Martis Valley Meeting at 8:30 am today!
Or, the various meetings are scheduled during working houvrs. s this done intentionally
to prechude citizen input? Furthermore, [ am deeply offended by Mr, Yeager titling a list

of complaints from local environmentalist as “Myths and Misconceptions”. Most of our 1977
numbers who oppose this development are probably more educated than some of your
associates. [ personally have a BR i Biology and an MA in Environmental Policy.
These are certainly not myths or misconceptions and for you to treat them as such is
contrary to your claim that you solicit and welcome public comment. For the most part
your treatment of the public at these meetings is dismissive and impertinent. We are not
stupid and don’t appreciate being treated that way.

Summarily, your DEIR is langhable. Did you really thing you could fend us off with
platitudes, lame excuses, and BS? For the various reasons listed above [ believe the
public has not been adequately informed of the planned development much less had
adequate time to comment. [ believe you should at the very least extend the DEIR
comment period to allow the maximum 90-day comment period. I further believe this
proposed development would benefit only the rich while creating a serious cost to the
local, voting, tax paying public while imevocably damaging our environment. Can you
please explain and justify this blatant “gentrification™ Do you realize that when the last
person buys the last “cabin in the woods™ then none of us have our cabin in the

197-8

woods?!7!

Thank You,
b‘:ﬁ?«,{m Ll
Jatqui 3. Grandfie :

P.0O. Box 1281

Kings Beach, CA 96143

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2003
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LETTER 197: JACQUI S. GRANDFIELD, RESIDENT

Response 197-1:

Response 197-2:

Response 197-3:

Response 197-4:

Response 197-5:

Response 197-6:

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting
and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), as well as Section 4.6 (Air Quality) of
the Draft EIR. Mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR, in
combination with County policies and implementation programs, can
feasibly reduce impacts to a “less than significant” level. Regarding air
pollution, the policies and mitigation measures introduced by the Plan and
EIR require construction to “fully mitigate their construction air pollutant
emissions that are in excess of PCAPCD thresholds.” Mitigation measure MM
4.6.1 will reduce impacts to air quality by paving dirt roads within the Martis
Valley Planning Area, thereby decreasing a source of PM10 (particulate
matter) within the air basin to offset construction impacts. Thus off-site
mitigation means off the specific construction site but within the Martis
Valley air basin. There should be no net gain in PM10 with this mitigation
measure.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
Regarding the consideration of golf courses as open space, the Placer
County General Plan allows recreational uses in their Open Space Land
Designation and does not differentiate between public and private. The
commentor does not comment on the adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no
further response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 5-1.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of
the Draft EIR. The commentor’s opinion regarding the traffic model is
noted. The commentor is referred to Page 3.0-21 in Section 3.0 (Project
Description) of the Draft EIR, which includes an extensive discussion of data
and methodologies used in modeling the traffic effects of the project. The
commentor provides no evidence countering the conclusions of the traffic
analysis provided in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is
necessary.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis). CEQA does not require a “no build” alternative (per
CEQA Guidelines 15126.6). A “no build” alternative does not apply to a
project that is a land use or regulatory plan. Consistent with CEQA, the
Martis Valley Community Plan Update Draft EIR includes a “no project”
option, which results in a default to the former old plan. This is based on
CEQA Guidelines 15126.6 (Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to
the Proposed Project) Section (e)(3)(A),“When the project is the revision of
an existing land use or regulatory plan, policy or ongoing operation, the

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003

3.0-1104
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Response 197-7:

Response 197-8:

"no project” alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan, policy
or operation into the future. Typically this is a situation where other projects
initiated under the existing plan will continue while the new plan is
developed. Thus, the projected impacts of the proposed plan or
alternative plans would be compared to the impacts that would occur
under the existing plan.” Furthermore, according to Section (e)(2) (2), “The
"no project” analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the
notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is
published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, as well as
what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if
the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with
available infrastructure and community services. If the environmentally
superior alternative is the "no project" alternative, the EIR shall also identify
an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.” The
Placer County General Plan provides for a certain level of development
and the Community Plan creates a structure with policies and mitigation
measures to guide growth. Additionally, the project does not involve a
federal action. Therefore, the project is not subject to NEPA.

Comment noted. The comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. The commentor is opposed to the Martis Valley
Community Plan and Draft EIR. The commentor states that the Draft EIR is
laughable and fails to adequately inform the public of planned
development. However, the commentor fails to identify the inadequacy of
the Draft EIR. CEQA does not evaluate socioeconomic impacts of a project
or “gentrification.” Regarding the comment period, the commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Review Period). The
commentor also requests that the County prepare a revised Draft EIR and
recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR and Revised
Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and consistent with the
requirements of CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-1105
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Lettar 108
ERCO
VP DaTE VL
R — - RECEIVED
Eavironmental Review Technician
Plager County Planning Department aJs 1.9 2007
11414 "ﬂc* A;;&U! . 18
Auburmn, CA
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Re: Draft EIR for the proposed Martis Valley Plan Update, SCH # 2001072050

Dear Ms Lawrence:

We are very concerned sbout the propesed plens for the Martis Valley. l‘thE]Rcunnuhrupfm'rewew 1981
offers only alienasives for significant develapment of the valley, It does not give us ANY alternatives Fl:nr

minimal development, or no development at all

Increased population in Truckee is making it more city-like every year, While the 267 bypass will provide us
gome rebef from the severe traffic congestion we currently expenience, thousands of new homes in the 198-2
Martis Yalley will more than offset any improvenent

L the last 20 years the scenie beauty of the valley has been compromised by repeated development.
Hirwever, what remains of the open space is still very beautifinl. {If you have never driven 267 from
MNorthstar ivwands Truckee at sunset, you owe it to yourselves to do so before you make any decisions 198-3
regarding this aren ) The reason people want 1o live here is because it is a beautifil place, and accelerating

development is destroying that very quality.

Sincerely———-

PO Box 3975
Truckee, CA 96161

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County

Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
3.0-1106
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LETTER 198: MARTIN MEYERS, RESIDENT

Response 198-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis) and Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft EIR.

Response 198-2: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

Responser 198-3: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-1107
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Letter 199
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LETTER 199: CHRISTINE THOMA, RESIDENT

Response 199-1: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-1109
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Letter 200
QU]NTANA CONSTRUCTION
P.O. Box 217 nEgi cﬂudr
Tahoe Vista, California 96148 - GgT‘fED Py
(530) 587-4431
AUG 1 9 202
PLANNING DEPARTILE
Augnst 15, 2002 DEPARTMENT

Ms, Lori Lawrencs

Environmental Review Technician
Flacer County Planning Department
11414 “B" Avenus

Anbum, Califomia 95603

Re:  Environmental Draft report No. SCH Ne, 2001072050
For Proposed Martis Valley Community

Deear Ws, Lawrence:

We should learn from our past record. In 1968 the NTPUD which served the area
from Mational Avenue to the Nevada State line spilled one million plus gallons of
untreated sewer into the water of Iake Tahoe for a period of two years. The gpill
exceeded one million gallons a day because Kings Beach was also spilling across the
highway at various locations.

The State of California issued a mandate for the District to build an export system
and remove the sewage from the waters of Lake Tahoe ASAP. 1was clected president of
the NTPUD Board and was 1o do what was necessary to build the export system.

The spill continued for period of two years before we could send our sewage
into the NTPUD lines and thereby avoiding any more spills into Lake Tahoe,

The TTSA plant was not completed until 1578,

The Truckee River is an interstate river, therefore !%ve‘ITSA plant canmot send
treated water into the river unless it meets requirements for an interstate river. Lawsuits
have been filed by the City of Reno and the Indians becanss the TTSA plans was

discharging treated water into the Truckee River that did not meet specifications.

1 understand that the lawsuits have bee setiled and the TTSA Plant is now
discharging acceptable watet into the Truckes River. In order for additional development
i take place not only in the Lahontan project but other large projects without assurance

200-1
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by the TTSA Board of Directors that sewer service will be available to them in the near |
future is very simply a disaster waiting to happen. 200-1
Cont'd

Perhaps logic will not allow the politicians to overload the TTSA plant. |

Very truly yours,

3 L
)E:hn Chuintana
““Civil Engineer

Bachelor of Science
Class of 1930 University of Nevada

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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LETTER 200: JOHN QUINTANA, QUINTANA CONSTRUCTION

Response 200-1: Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3
(Water Quality) and Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) of the Draft
EIR. As discussed in the first paragraph on pages 4.11-56 through -62 in
Section 4.11, the expanded WRP with a capacity of 9.6 mgd would
adequately accommodate buildout of the Plan area under the Proposed
Land Use Diagram and the other three alternatives. The expansion of the
WRP is scheduled for 2005 and the Lahontan Regional Water Quality
Control Board recently approved discharges permits for the expansion.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Letter 201
CER Coy,
?"}'H DATE "5".?;
Aunicad ¥ ECEIVED

Date: ﬁgﬂ, 2002 .

AUG | 9 20p
Attn.: Lor Lawrence P
Environmental Review Technician PLANNI
Placer County Planning Depl. NG DEPAHWENT
11414 “B" Ave.

Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Updats, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

T hank you for the opportunity to comment on the above-referenced Plan Llpdate

and Draft Environmental | mpact Report.
| _am particularly concerned about long -term water supply because water in the west

is relatively scarce. L et's be certain that water in the I\ artis Valley is not wasted o

on amenities such as private golf courses unless there s sufficient water for all other uses
first.

The DE | R fails to prove that there is sufficient water supply because it failed to
consider all planned land uses such as landscaping and snow -making which would
generate demand for water. Please provide detailed information about the water
demands of these and other potential vses,

A\ Ithough the Proposed Plan assumes an "adjusted bolding capacity of only
9,220 units, the Community Flan would allow nearly twire that number of units. 2012
Without implementing a limit on the number of units, it is wishful thinking to asume
that the number of units would be constructed at well below the maximum densities
permitted. B3 ecause of this flaw in asumptions, the DE | F2 underestimates the
amount of water required for housing develepment by as much as 50%. Nloreover, it
assumes that only 20 % of the homes will be permanently occupied. H owever, that
igniores the fact that many of the homes will have fractional ownership or be part of 3
rental program. Cnee again, this results in an underestimation of water demand.

Recent newspaper accounts of the effect of global warming (now widely believed by
both the federal government and scientists to be real) on the western states indicate that | -
sriow pack in the Sierras will be greatly reduced in as few as 30 years. Since most of

Rae: Draft Erwironmental Impact Report for the Proposad Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Placer County
May 2003
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the water for this region is a result of snowfall, water should be corserved, not wasted on
private golf courses which will serve only a small percentage of the local papulation. | 2043
urge the county to take a long-term view toward land and water use rather thanone | “°™
based on short-term economic windfalls for developers.

Some current development in the Nartis Valley, such as ™ arthstar,
depends on spring water. [N o analysis has been done on the effect of using this water
on wetlands in the area. | t is not adequate to assume that there is nol much
interaction between springs,seeps and other types of surface water with the deeper —
ground water which will supply water to much of the proposed development. Please do
the type of analysis required to prove the lack of interaction between surface and
ground water which you asume in the Draft Environmental | mpact Feport.

A\ Is0 evaluate the use of spring water by development, both proposed and current, on

regional wetlands,
N ew infrastructure will have to be developed to provide proposed development

with water. et no analysis has been done to evaluate the efficts of water storage units, | 2015
pipes, and wells on the surrounding development. F'lease do the necessary studies.

| t is imperative that the County demonstrate the availability of adequate water
orior to allowing such intensive, water-demanding development in the MNartis
Walley in order to evaluate the impacts of new development on the water supply. | tis | 209
not sufficient to defer the demonstration of long -term, reliable and adequate supplies of

potable water o proponents of new development (Policy 6.C.1)

Re: Draft Environmantal Impact Repart for tha Proposed Marfls Valley pg.
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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n addition, becausa the DEIR is 50 long and complicated, | request that
MEMMMMMW__—-FUMWM 201-7

Sincarely yours,

Gfﬂ‘?{. ’fLL.LePJLL{:a_F;{_‘)
(Print Name) Connie. Phiipp
{Print Address) 50 (0 1ndser fve

feas uui'r‘ﬁz-ur‘ A G4YF0 T

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley pg. 3
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Placer County
May 2003
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LETTER 201: CONNIE PHILIPP, RESIDENT

Response 201-1:
Response 201-2:
Response 201-3:
Response 201-4:
Response 201-5:
Response 201-6:

Response 201-7:

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-1.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-2.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-3.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-4.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-5.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-6.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-7.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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Letter 202
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LETTER 202: REBECCA MAGALI, RESIDENT

Response 202-1:

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts
to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis in the Draft EIR), 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of
the Project), and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis). The
commentor’s concerns regarding growth and summer employment are
socioeconomic issues, which are not within the scope of the Draft EIR.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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Letter 203

8 Coy,
WOEDaTE Ny
A LA ¥ secewep

_ AUB 19 2007
Ms Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planaing Dept PLANNING DEPARTMENT
11414 “B" Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

Drear Ms. Lawrence:

Char family owns 2 home in the Martis Valley, specifically in Lahontan. W purchased the land our home
is on in 1996 and finished construction of our home in 2000 'We were attracted o the Martis Valley srea
for its year-round recreational opporiunities, for its scanic beauty, for its clean air and uncrowded living
conditions. We pay taxes on owr propeny and support the local economy, We regulasly invite friends and
family to stny with us &t our home. These peaple alzo appreciate the wonderfil Tahos sarroundings and the

natoral beauty of the ares, -

We recognize that we benefit from the residential developrment that has been pesrmitted o this data,
Lahontan would not exist without strong community support and government approvals,. We realize that
our resstance to further development can appear hypoenticsl. Nonetheless, we ane shocked at the minimal

level of planning that has been performed to date on the fiuture development of the Martis Valley. The 251
scope of the future development is encrmous in relation to corrent development. If the current plan is
allowed o proceed, then the Martis Valley will soon become a smog-filled, traffic-congested urban
sprawl,..not at all the world-class nature area that it is today.

In particular, the EIR fuils to adequately analyze the full impact of the totality of the development projects.
Since we live off Schaffer Mill Rd. we are particularly coscerned that not ene, not twe, but thres residential
projects are in the works for this road alone. 'What is currently a quiet, open road leading to Lahontan will, 203-2
under thiz scenario, become & highly traveled conduit Tt seems likely that R 267 will either become
equally congested or need to be expanded to a four lane superhighway.  Air pollution, nolse poliution,
water poflution, rosdside litter and the further displacement of wildlife are sure to result,

We regularly see coyotes and bears mear our house, Marmots, squirrels, fsh, hawks and other wildlife are
abundant. It is hard to see how these species will survive under the onslaught of development that is
poasible under the current plan.  This plan does not adequately address how the effects of development will 203-2

be mitigated and imtelligently managed.

We as o community in Martis Valley get only one chance to do the right thing. If we blow it now, then the
generations that fiollow us will look back in anger and disappointment at how we spandered this amazing
natural respurce, Put in more effort now so that none of us regrets our fisture actions. My wife recently
read a book entitled The Tipping Point by Maleolm Gladwell, This book describes the tipping point as

“that magic moment when an idea, trend, or socinl behevior crosses a threshold, tips and spreads like 203-4
wildfire.” As it relates to the Martis Valley, the tipping point comes when a number of smaller decisions
curmslate and cascade into & Rll-Mown, uncentrollable development disaster,

Pleasa do more analyeiz. Proceed cautiously. Don't ruin a astional treasure,

Adam Cioth

12216 Pete Alvenizon Rd.
Truckee, CA 96161

Sincerely,

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2003
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LETTER 203: ADAM CIOTH, RESIDENT

Response 203-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area), 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts
to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Response 203-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 203-1 and Master
Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

Response 203-3: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and Section 4.9
(Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR.

Response 203-4: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Letter 204
GER CO
Donald . Cooper, DDS q\r"‘ DATE Uy,
£55 Beaver Pond RECEIVED
Truckee, CA 26161
AUG ! 9 200
August 13, 2002 hap
KR s PLANNING DEPARTMEN
Environmental Review Technician
Flacer County Planning Department

11414 “B” Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

Re: DEIR. for Proposed Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

From the perspective of a citizen who has given the majority of his life to serving the
health needs of his community, [ am writing to declare my concerns about one aspeet of
the Martis Valley Community Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report.

The health care delivery system of the Martis Valley, and indeed of surrounding
communities such as Kings Beach and other nearby North Lake Tahoe communities, is
presently heavily stressed. Utilization rates are extremely high, and facility usage and
availability of health care professionals are almost totally maxed out.

The new Draft EIR utterly fails to address the impsact on health care which will resukt 20441
from the extensive expansion of development contemplated by the Plan. The Plan does

not look at the needed increase in population of doctors, dentists, nurses, dental
assistants, X-ray technicians, medical laboratory technicians, and all other health care
support personnel. Ner does it indicate where these people will live, nor the additinnal
community infrastructure (hospitals, medical/dental offices, markets, shops, drug stores,
parks, restaurants, efe.) which they alone will require in addition to the contemplated
permutted growth. Most disturbing is the absence of thought as to the impact on the
health care delivery system of neighboring Truckee.

[ fail to see that the Draft EIR properly examines these issues, and am expressing my
dissatisfaction with this element of the document. [ ask that the DEIR go back to the
study process, and that a realistic in-depth study of the present and future total health
care needs of all of Martis Valley amd surrounding communities be included in a new

DEIR.

{Ei"iﬂrelf- —
Donald m{ﬁuper%.n,s,

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2003
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LETTER 204: DoNALD R. CooreR, D.D.S.

Response 204-1:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). Emergency
services are covered in Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) of the
Draft EIR. In regards to hospital and medical infrastructure, this is not an
environmental issue that is evaluated under CEQA. However, Dave
Bottenmiller, Chief Financial Officer of the Tahoe Forest Hospital, was
contacted to determine potential impacts associated with implementation
of the Martis Valley Community Plan. The Tahoe Forest Hospital is planning
and constructing expansions that will meet existing and future demands,
which includes the population increase associated with the Plan area. The
hospital does not foresee any service issues associated with implementation
of the Martis Valley Community Plan. This comment will be forwarded to the
Placer County Planning Commision and Board of Supervisors for
consideration.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Letter 205
CER ¢
?wq DHTEO%"‘J»
Donald R. Cooper, D.D.S. ECEIVED
855 Beaver Pond o
Truckee, CA 96161 LS Mg
August 14, 2002 PLANMNG DEPA H%iM%E'NT

Attn: Lori Lawrence

Envircnmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department
11414 “B” Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

RE: DEIR for Proposed Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Dear Ms, Lawrence:

[ attended many of the Update Meetings, as a citizen interested in the future of this
beautifil and special place. When the DEIR finally was produced, [ was truly amazed 10
see how the majority of ordinary eitizen input was ignored, and rampant development
plans were being endorsed, it scemed carfe blanche,

As a citizen attendee of these meetings, [ fully expected to see a recognition that society
has learned a few lessons about the need to protect the Environment during the 30 years
since the land use designations were made for this area. Some of the lessons learned by
California citizens are contained in the California Environmental Quality Act. It would
appear that this DEIR would ignore many of the provisions of CEQA.

205-1

The land use designations now being proposed in the Plan are no more enlightened

than those adopted three decades ago.  The old use designations do not have any analysis
to support their creation because they pre-dated CEQA. And yet, incredibly, this Plan -
30 years fater - is based on those same old assumptions. What happened to progress?

Another concern I have is with the Plan’s failure to deal specifically with both the [
workforee housing, and affordable housing. Where will the construction workers live?
What are the traffic impacts of workers going to and from work? How about the ardinary

folks, who bake our bread, staff the variety stores, sell us our groceries — they can't afford 206-2
to live here now:; where are they supposed o live? In this Plan, [ can find no proper
assessment of what conditions exist now; so how can predictions which appear “out of
the blue™ in the Plan accurately reflect the true impact of the future?

This Plan needs a LOT more homework.

Shcmecbrp -
Donald B. W

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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LETTER 205: DoNALD R. CooreR, D.D.S.

Response 205-1:

Response 205-2:

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis). The commentor states that the Draft EIR ignored
many of the provisions of CEQA, but the commentor fails to identify the
inadequacy of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR provides an extensive analysis of
project impacts in compliance with CEQA.

The commentor is referred to Master Response3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project). This comment will be forwarded
to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for
consideration.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Letter 206
ERC
M DATEQH""J‘*
RECEIVED
Attre Lon Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician AllG 1 9 20y
Macer County Plasning Department ' ‘.
"B” Avenue

}'L‘::;l:rn. CA 95603 PLANNING DEPA RTMENT

RE: Draft Environmenral Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley Community Plan update, SCH
Mo 2001072050

Diear Ms. Lawrence;

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this deaft environmental inpact report. First, T have
three requests 1) As the DEIR is a very compliented document, and it is very time intensive to review
environmental impacts and correlate them to appropriate Placer county polices, goals, and mirigation
measures, | request an extmsion of the public comment period, 2) By my sxamination thus far, it i3
evident that this DEIR neither follows the letter of or the intent of the California Envionmental
Cuality Act, and 1 therefipre request that a revised DEIR that meets CEQA requirements be completed
and recalculated for public review, 3) One of the glanng faults of the DEIR is that thers was virtually 206-1
no public input for this plan. There was no represeatation for the environmental condmunity, the
affordable housing community, TRPA, the Lake Tahoe Community, Nevada County, the Town of
Truckee, diversification of the economy proponents, and sustainable sconomic experts. All of these
cittzens have a stalee and a voice in the future of their cominunity, and none were effectovely represented)
[ therefore request that the present planning process be stopped and a new state of the art Smart
Growth Citizens eommittee be formed that will do a te COMMULLY visioning process that looks at all
the interest of this diverse eommunity.

A detailled review of the DEIR shows thar the groundwater quality in the Martis Walley area 1s not
adequately studied. “The Geo'Trans report points cut that arsenic, manganese, and radon concentrition
in the local ground water are 2 water quality concem in the Martis Valley.” (DEIR 4.7-1 5). Please review| apg.a
all current data that shows which wells have an arsenic (greater than 0.005 gz T), manganese (greater
than 0.05 mg/T), and sadon (greater than 300 pico curries/T) level, all of which are considered to be
vnhealthy by the Environmental Protection Agency.

The entire neighlxthood of Glenshire in the town of Truckes recently switched their water system o
the TDPUD because of contammation The DEIR details several wells in the plan area that are
contamitkated with arsenic, manganese, and radon, [eis illogical and bagl seience for Mimbus 1o
repeatedly assume that 24,700 acre feet of water is available for drinking water without taking into
consideration whether all of that water is ft for human consumption. Please drill wells at all areas that
are expected to be drlled at build-out for the proposed plan and test for the above levels of arsenic,
mangancse, and radon, then subtract the amount of water available from contammated wells, If this is
not possible, drill enough wells so that there i 3 statistically significant portion of the aquifer studied,
Apply the appropriare level of contamination to the whole aguifie (with a realistic meargn of error), and
then report the availability of water after detailing the levels of contamination. Without this detail, it iz
impossible to determine the availability of elean doinking water available . the citizens of the plan arca.

The executive surmmary of the Mimbus study (page 1 undedine added for emphasis) states, “The water

balance is an approprate tool for identifying and prediching the movement of ground water in the Martis
WValley Ground Water Basin under equilibrivm conditions. Waret balance methods have been widely 206-3

utilized to estemate avadable groundwater in a variety of hydrmgealome environments. The water balance
represents conditions of long term avemge precipitation and best estimates of curment ground water

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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v Final Environmental Impact Report
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inflows and outflows. .. Approximately 24, 700 acre-feet of ground water is avadable. ... This value is
based on the best available data and methods of analysis appropriate to the quantity and quality of these
data. This evaluation is of a degree of accumcy and certainty consistent with the established practices of
geologic and hydrologic analysis and judement, Ground water in storage is estimared to be 484,000 acre
feet.”

When an engineer or scientist uses words like predicting, estimates, approximately, appropriate to the
quantity and quality, and judgement, the reader knows that the data is worthless without a stated margin
of error. Mowhere in the DETR is it mentioned that there is 2 very large margin of error in the calculated
amount of water available from the Martis Valley Adquifer. Please detml the muegin of cooor in all the
data used for the aquifer study including but not limited 1o recharge efficiency (rable 1), pround water

recharge (table 2), recharge due to precipitation (table 3], groundwater extraction {tble 4), septic system | 206-3
estimates (table 5), irtigation consurmptive use and techarge (table 8), summary of ground water techarge, Kanks
movement, and discharge (table 7), average anmeal water balance (table 8), USGS stream flow gagmg
staticm data {table 9), Truckee siver and Carson tiver regression fesults (able 10), results of mass balance
{ble 11), and Calculation of Awailable Ground Water {rable 12), and then apply this margin of eror o
the datain the DEIR. Please detail the margin of eror and TEport it every tme the amount of available
ground water is mentioned in the DEIR.

Also, and agnin, when a seientist states that the number is the best yvailahle according to the “quantity
and quality” of the data available, it is obvious that dar i either missing or of questionable qualiry.
Please detal the type of studies that would substantially increase the quality and quantity of the data used
to calculate the amount of water available in an aquifer study. Please report the time frame needed, the
types of data that would increase the quality of the final analysis, the resulting mangin of ceror for a study
with higher quality data, and the reason why this type of study was never undertaken,

Inlight of the overall quantity and quality of the data, snd 2 call to Mimmbus confiemed that the margin of
errae on & water halance stucly can easily approach or exceed 5094, lets review the availability of ground
water in the Martis Valley Aguifer. With water quality problems for arsenic, mangantese, and radon,
predict that 10%% of the available water is contaminated and not suitable for human eonsumption, and
the smdy really has a margin of ertor of 509, With these valid assumptions, the amount of warer
available and seported in the DEIR should be reported as 22000 aere feet plus/ minus 11,000 acre fees,
Therefore, the amount of available water could be as low as 1 1,000 acre feet.

From the DEIR (page 4.7-55), “In addition to the budd out under the Proposed Land Use Diageam, the
cetnaining portions of the Martis Valley (Town of Truekes, Mevads County) are expected to generate 2
water demand of approsienately 13,000 to 14000 acre-feet anmually (Aaronueci, 2001}, Thus, the total
water demand for the Marmis Valley (both Flacer and MNevada County) at build-out is anticipated to be

21,000 to 22,000 acre-feet annually.™

The amount of available water is very possibly as low as 11,0000 acre-feet. The proposed plan uses 2064
water well aver the rate that is acceptable. There is a definite and ealoulatable sisk thar the projected use
for water for the arca studied 15 100%) more than availsble, Please wse better data and than perform the
statistical analysis that will tell the community what the probabdity is that the amount of avadable wares
will be exceeded. 1f only 11,000 acre.feet is available, and 2 long temm deaw down of our aquifer occurs,
the results could be disastrous, The ski and golf industries will not have engugh water to function at
butld ou,t our tounst based economy will literally dey up, wells will ges deeper and deeper, more
electricity will be used to pump, wetlands and wildlife habitat will be destroyed, and the local residents

will not have sufficient drinking water.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placiﬂre(‘.;o;gg)é
Final Environmental Impact Report
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The DEIR s insufficient in the quality of the water analysis because the data s of madequate qualiry.
Please collect quality 1cm.g term gaug-nd data and do a quality water analysis, and then repost that dara 206-5
with appropriate margins of error in a revised DEIR.
Also, please develop an altemative plan in conjunction with the town of Truckee and Nevada county
that allows for development that does not exceed warer use of 9,000 acre feer. This plan should then be 206-§
reported in and cvaluated in the DEIR.
Smeerely,
[ femaz
- & 1 =
T T ?ﬂmﬂr&
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f ] &&M
5?"? 450
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LETTER 206: ToM AMEIKA, TAHOE GROUP OF THE SIERRA CLUB

Response 206-1:

Response 206-2:

Response 206-3:

Response 206-4:
Response 206-5:

Response 206-6:

Regarding the comment period, the commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Review Period). The commentor also
requests that the County prepare a revised Draft EIR and recirculate it to
the public. The County considers the Draft EIR adequate for consideration
of the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA. The
commentor requests that the County restart the process and form a Smart
Growth Citizens committee. This comment will be forwarded to to the
Placer County Planning Commision and Board of Supervisors for
consideration.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project), as well as Section 4.7 (Hydrology
and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 206-2. The Nimbus
study concluded that there is a total of 24,700 acre-feet annually of
groundwater in the Martis Valley Ground Water Basin that is available
without changing the volume of water in storage over the long term.
Kennedy/Jenks Consultants conducted an independent appraisal of the
Nimbus study that states the numbers were conservative and the amount of
groundwater available for use was more than estimated by Nimbus. The
commentor questions the conclusions of the Nimbus study but provides no
evidence to prove it wrong. No further response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 206-3.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 206-3.
The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the

Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), as well as
Response to Comment 206-3.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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LETTER 207: CARMEL KELLY, RESIDENT

Response 207-1:

Responser 207-2:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is responsible for regulation jurisidictional
Waters of the U.S. Therefore, the Corps has jurisdiction over Martis Creek
Lake. Compensation for loss of wetlands is intended to achieve a “no net
loss” of wetlands. The commentor is also referred to Response to Comment
F-6.

Comment noted. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is necessary.

Placer County
May 2003
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;:;muwrmu" Law Office OF Idﬂﬂh DLASTED
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J Juitis E Bumt **
Tanrn B Smaw Profezsional Corporation
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Raply ra Trustes Office —_—— 4 Aty Cemified Public Accous
August 19, 2002 'n::h"‘-”. s e Proata Law
s Waililgin i Lo
Fia Facsimile:
(775)588-1559 (530) 889-7499
Fred Yeager ‘ Bill Combs
DESIGN WORESHOP FLACER COUNTY PLANNING DEPT.
P.0. Box 5666 11414 B Avenue
298 Kingsbury Grade Auburn, CA 95603
Stateline, NV 89449

Re: Marris Falley Community Plarn
Dzar Mr. Yeager and Mr. Combs:

On behalf of our clients East West Partners, Booth Creek Ski Holdings, Inc. and
Hmth_st.ar—m*'f?hm we respectiolly request that the Martis Valley Community Plan and all
associated environmental dx:]::ummm including the environmental impact repart, grant reciprocal
credits for employee housing and affordable/inelusionary housing. In other words, where a | 2081
development project contains employee housing, that project should be piven credit toward
meeting COUNTY affordable/inclusionary housing policies and laws. Conversely, whers a
project comtains affordable/inclusionary housing, that project should be given credit for meeting
the COUNTY s housing policies and laws,

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

JLP:cig
BULOWClenctEast West WV EPMLener o Veages sed Cossbs doc o -
- TS ST
TRUCKEE OFACE * 40200 Truckes Adrport Rd - Trackes, Califorsia 96161 - {5300 5573000 - Fax (530) SE7-1318
Retroty Chemoce - Tuundioth Cearuey Budldleg - 335 W, Pirss Street - Rena, Novada 39503 - (775) 3226767
SoarTH Laks TARIR OFFICE - 2269 fames Avese - South Lake Tabos, Cafifornia 96150 - (530) 5414392
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LETTER 208: JAMES L. PORTER, JR., LAW OFFICE OF PORTER AND SIMON

Response 208-1:

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
associated with affordable and employee housing are noted and will be
forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors as part of project consideration. The commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the
Project).

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 209

August 19, 2002

Lori Lawrence

Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Faxed to (530) 880-7490 on 8/1%/02 and delivered via e-mail to LJLawrenf@placer.ca.gov on §/19/02,
Subject: Public Review Drafts of the Martis Valley Community Plan and Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

My wife and I are owners within the Northstar Community. We are also registered voters within Placer County
After careful review of the Martis Vallcy Community Plan and Preliminary Environmenial Report (EIR), we
believe this Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Martis Valley Community Plan is inadequate and
incomplete, and that it must be rewritien.

Any analysis of the impacts caused by the proposed projects will be underestimated due to project descriptions
that may be incomplete or inadequate. It becomes imperative that all projects be identified and included in
the analysis. For example, full disclosure of the projected developments, which will occur at Northstar need to
be included in the analyvsis, At this critical stage in the development of Martis Valley the process cannot be

“piecemealed.” Cumulative Impacts require Cumulative Disclosures.

2081

209-2

Sinee cnmulative impacts are not identified, any mitigation measures for addressing these impacts are
inclusive and therefore public analysis cannot be performed adequately. The full extent of

significant environmental impact is not disclosed, specifically the impact on Martis Cresk and the watershed
environment. Finally, the report fails to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives. Conclusions zppear to take

the place of actual analysis.

If nothing more the EIR needs to be rewritten with a higher level of facts and disclosures ineluded. When
the future of the entire valley is at stake, we need more than a superficial boilerplate analysis,

Specific Concerns at Northstar

In addition to the above-mentioned inadequacy of the Martis Valley Draft EIR, we have the following concatns
and recommendations with specifics within the Northstar Area. We strongly suggest that the final EIR reflect

the following changes.

1. Referenced: Section 4.4, Page 39, First Paragraph “All Connection Option =" And;

Referenced: Section 4.4, Page 38, Third Paragraph “Analysis of Roadway --."
We are extremely concerned about the use of the Northstar/Shaffer Mill connector and future access

to the planned “Upper Mountain™ (identified by East-West as the Highlands). We support the usage of
this road for fire, life, and safety.

Additionally, we support the usage of the Big Springs/Highlands connector road for fire, life and safety.
Consideration should be given for an extension from the Big Springs/Highlands road into the
proposed Northstar Village for emergency access (for fire, life, and safety). This addilional
emergency access (and the one identified in sub-paragraph number 4) would provide multiple

2093

208-6
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emergency accesses into the village and have the added benefit of serving multiple housing areas
(MNorthstar Village, Northstar Club, Village Condos, Aspen Grove, Ski Trails, Gold Bend, Indian Hills,
Big Springs, Highlands (the entire upper mountain area), the Shaffer Mill Area, end Lahotan). These
roads should be gated and used for Emergency Access Only, not used for any other type of traffic,

209-5
Cont'd

2. Referenced: Section 4.4, Page 38, Last Paragraph “Conceptual Future Development -,
We recommend the inclusion of intercept lots to be located off Morthstar Drive close to the current
entrance to Northstar Drive at Highway 267. It should be required that the overall day skier parking at
MNorthstar ot be increased with the construction of the “Intercept Lots.” :

209-T

3. Referenced: Section 4.4, Page 38, Paragraph “Proposed Roadway Network -- "
We do not support the widening of Highway 267 to four lanes. As an alternative, consideration should
be given to an extension of the southbound right turn lane to a point in the vicinity of the “Northstar 1-

mile" sign on Highway 267.

209-6

4. Referenced: Section 4.4, Page 52, Table 4.4.21 “Extent of Widening -
We do not support the widening of Northstar Drive to four lanes for its entire length. We recommend
the following:
*  Widening Northstar Drive to four lanes on Norihstar Drive from the Highway 267 entrance to a
planned roundabout located in the vicinity of the existing gas station.
+ Re-grading the existing road section between entrance to Norihstar and the planned roundabout
for the purpose of improved road safety,
+  Construction of a third lane from the Northstar Firehouse inte the Froposed Northstar

Village for Emergency Access Only (fire, life, and safety),

3. Referenced: Section 4.2, page 15, Table 4.2-10, Notes 2: Proposed Land Use Diagram
The proposed allowahle density increase in the Martis Valley Plan is grossly excessive. Density
reduction and Envirenmental Protection should be the direction the future takes us. In addition, as
mentioned previously, the total impact cannot be measured without full disclosure of all proposed
developments. We do not support the proposed Northstar increase of approximately 2200 units.

209-8

208-10

6. Consideration should be given to establishing a forested corridor prohibiting new building =
construction along Highway 267, mandating conservation easements with any new developments o
within Martis Valley, and measures to protect our water and streambeds. N

7. Any project, no matter how small, should not be considered insignificant and Environmental Impact |«
Reports should become the norm, not the exception. Neg-Decs do not allow for the analysis of E

™

potential environmental impacts into the fiuture. In this day and age Neg-Decs) are inappropriate,

We appreciate your attention to these requests and allowing for the public to comment.

Albert J. Roth, Ir.

Deborah T. Roth
230 Eve Court 4038 Ski View

Hayward, Ca 94541 Truckee, Ca.
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LETTER 209: ALBERT J. ROTH, JR. AND DEBORAH T. ROTH, RESIDENTS

Response 209-1:

Response 209-2:

Response 209-3:

Response 209-4:

Response 209-5:

Response 209-6:

Response 209-7:

Response 209-8:

Response 209-9:

Response 209-10:

Response 209-11:

Response 209-12:

Comment noted. The commentor feels that the Draft EIR is inadequate and
incomplete. The County considers the Draft EIR adequate for consideration
of the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy), 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan
Area), and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis
in the Draft EIR).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects
of the Project), 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis), and 3.4.7
(Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor states that the Draft EIR needs to be rewritten with a higher
level of facts and disclosures, but the commentor fails to identify the
inadequacy of the Draft EIR. This draft EIR provides an extensive analysis of
project impacts based on technical reports, mapping, and review by
qualified professionals, consistent with CEQA.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comments D-4
and D-5.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 209-7.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 209-7.
The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the

Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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| Lori Lawrence - Sierra Martis Valley Sign On 8 18 02.dog Loy = B O SRS

Letter 210

Planning and Conservation League

Sierra Club
Environment Now
Amearican Rivers Shawn Garvay
Sierra Nevada Alliance mg;;: ;':rr:; -
Fruena?v:l;:::mver Nevada City, CA 95953
www sierrafund.org

August 19, 2002

Lori Lawrence

Environmental Review Techniclan
Placer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

The Planning and Conservation League, the Sierra Club, Environment
Mow, American Rivers, the Slerra Nevada Alllance and Frlends of the
Rlver hereby subrmit the following comments regarding the Draft
Envirenmental Impeort Report (DEIR) prepared for the Martis Valley

Community Plan (MVYCF).

We belleve that the MVCFP violates provisions of state planning and
zoning law and that the DEIR does not comply with the requirements 210-1
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The MVCP includes up to 9,220 new hormes, 1.1 million sguare feet of
new commercial bulldings, up to 5 golf courses and a proposed ski
area, in a rural area of the High Sierra between Truckee and Lake
Tahoe. Some astimate that the MVCP would allow more than double
that amount of new residential and commercial development in the

Valley. i

The MVCP represents a collection of projects that constitute one af the
largest development proposals ever considered in the Sierra Nevada
and will have a dramatic effect on water quality, air quality, recreation,
suburban development, and traffic throughout the Truckee - Tahoe
region. As such, thls plan deserves substantial public consideration

Placer County
May 2003
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| Lori Lawrence - Sierra Martis Vialley Sign On 8 19 02.dac. . —— 235

and scrutiny.

The Martis Valley is a unique landscape and of tremendaus
envirenmental and recreational value, As a gateway to Lake Tahoe,
proposals to develop the Martis Valley are more than a lacal or
regional concern, but of critical impartance to the residents of
California and Nevada. It's future is tied irretrievably to that of the
entire Slerra rangs: As may go Martis Valley, so may go the Sierra

Nevada,

It is, then, imperative that Placer County prepares a revised DEIR that
fully complies with CEQA, and takes full and accurate aceount of the
tremendous environmental and recreational resources of Martis Valley,

W il

The Placer County General Plan contains the central planning policles
adopted by the County, and those policies are meant to guide the
development of the more detalled community plans for specific regions
in the County. The proposed MVCP effectively disregards the policies
of the Placer County General Plan in setting forth land use designations
for the Martis Valley and in this way violates the core of California land

use planning law.

The MVCP frustrates numerous policies of the county's general plan
which require concentration of development In existing communities,
Instead, the MVCP will transfarm rural areas of Martis Valley to
suburban use and erase the lines between the communities of Truckea
and Martis Valley, and between Martiz Valley and the north shore of

Lake Tahoe.

The MVCP will allow for development throughout the Martis Valley and
fails to concentrate growth within existing communities or provide for
the development of complete, diverse and balanced communities.

MVCP fails to evaluate dramatic impacts to the environment

The DEIR fails to describe adequately the project setting; fails to
analyze the Project’s Impacts on the environment, incleding growth-
Inducing and cumulative impacts; improperly defers identification of
mitigation measures; fails to identify feasible mitigation measures: and
fails to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project,
Together, these deferts in the DEIR undermine any effort at informed
planning or decision-making as well as environmental review of the

210-2
Cont'd

210-3

2104

210-5
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| Lori Lawrence - Sierra Martis Valley Sign On 8 18 02 doc ;

Project.

Propoesed land use designations in the MY CP would result in degraded weter quality and
wetlands throughout the planning area, throughout the Truckee River
watershed and in downstream communities surrounding Reno,

Mevada, 210-5

Cont'd
The proposed land use designations have the potential to complately
alter the biological character and functions of the ecosystems in the
Martis Valley, The location and levels of development proposed are
inconsistent with the long term protection of these resources and will
fragment large areas of Intact forest, threaten wildlife movement
routes, and eliminate important watershed areas and encroach on
intact stream and wetland environments,

The primary purpose of an EIR is to inform the public and responsible
officials of the environmental consequences of their decisions before
they are made. Accordingly, an EIR must contaln facts and analysis
regarding a proposed projects’ environmental impacts, not just an
agency’'s conclusions.

As such, the DEIR fails:

+« To analyze adeguately the consistency of the MVCP with existing | 210-6
land use plans and zoning designations;

« To adequately analyze the Project’s Impacts on population, housing
and employee housing or to support conclusions regarding these 210-T
impacts:

« To analyze adequately the risk to human health due to use of toxic | 208
chemicals associated with land uses proposed by the Project;

« To adeguately provide a description of existing traffic conditions and 109
fails to support conclusions regarding the Project's contribution %
to new traffic;

= To properly assess impacts on air quality;

« To appropriately analyze the Project’s Impacts on hydrology and
water quality, falling to consider impacts from some components
of development allowed under the MVCP, failing to describe 240-11
adequately the project setting and failing to quantify the
Project’s impacts on water quality;

* To properly assess biological resources. The DEIR relies on
incomplete data and an inadequate description of the project 21042
setting, failling to support its conclusions regarding the Project’s F

blolagical impacts.

| 210-10
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DEIR fails to evaluate impacts to Lake Tahoe

The DEIR fails to address the significant cumulative impacts on the
Tahoe Basin. The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) has
established 36 Indicateors of environmental health for the Lake Tahoe
region. Of the 36, only seven are currently in attainment.

With a substantial investment by state and federal taxpayers in
protecting and restoring the clarity of Lake Tahoa, the DEIR fails to
assess the impact of traffic, fireplaces, water use and recreational
activity that up to 9,220 new homes will have on the Lake.

In sumn, we believe that the DEIR for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan is not adequate and will require significant revision

and recirculation..

On behalf of our organizations and the more than 1.3 million members
we reprasent, thank you for accepting these comments.

Sincerely,

Gerald H. Meral

Executive Director

Planning and Conservation League
926 ] Street, Suite 612
Sacramento, CA 95814

Steve Rothert
Armerican Rlvers

409 Spring Street
Mevada City, CA 95959

Betsy Reifsneider
Friends of the River
915 - 20™ Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

David Myerson
Environment Now

2515 Wilshire Boulevard
Santa Monlca, CA 20403

David Kean
Sierra Club, Tahoe Group

21013

21014
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Page
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14997 Wolfgang Foad
Truckee, CA 96161

Tim Frank

Sigrra Club, Challenge to Sprawl Campaign
413 Modoc Street

Berkeley, CA 24707

Todd Hutchins
RiverLaw

216 Main Street
Mevada City, CA 95950

Joan Clayburgh

Sierra Mavada Alliance

PO Box 7989

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96158
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Lori Lawrence - Sierra Martis Vallay Sgn On81802dos

The Sierra Mevada Alliance s a ragional coealition of mare than 80
grassroots and regional groups working in the Sierra to protect and
restore the natural and community values of California's most
cherished mountain range.

The Sierra Club's grassroots advocacy has made it America's most
influential environmental organization, Founded In 1892, The Sierra
Club is now more than 700,000 members strong.

California Futures Network (CFN) is a statewide coalition of nearly
100 arganizations created to educate and organize at the state,
regional and local levels to achieve land use pelicies that are fiscally,
socially and environmentally sound, CFN Affiliates are united In the
belief that California should steer public and private investments
toward existing developed areas; provide for increased social justice,
economic, and housing opportunities; and conserve the state's
agricultural and natural lands.

The Planning and Conservation League is a nonprofit, statewide
alliance of nearly 10,000 citizens and more than 120 conservation
organizations united to protect wildlife and restore the guality of
California‘s environment through legislative and administrative action,

American Rivers is a national non-profit conservation organization
dedicated to protecting and restoring healthy natural rivers and the
variety of life they sustain for people, fish and wildlife. Founded in
1973, American Rivers now has a membership of 30,000.

RiverLaw is the statewlde legal advocacy program of the South Yuba
River Citizens League, which with 4,800 dues paying members is the
largest single-river organization in the United States.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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LETTER 210:

Response 210-1:

Response 210-2:

Response 210-3:

Response 210-4:

Response 210-5:

Response 210-6:

Response 210-7:

Response 210-8:

GERALD H. MERAL, PLANNING AND CONSERVATION LEAGUE; STEVE ROTHERT, AMERICAN RIVERS;
BETSY REIFSNEIDER, FRIENDS OF THE RIVER; DAVID MYERSON, ENVIRONMENT Now; DAVID KEAN,
SIERRA CLUB; TIM FRANK, SIERRA CLUB, CHALLENGE TO SPRAWL CAMPAIGN; TODD HUTCHINS,
RIVERLAW AND JOAN CLAYBURGH, SIERRA NEVADA ALLIANCE

Comment noted. The County considers the Martis Valley Community Plan and
Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR adequate and in compliance with state laws.

Comment noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR were received, no further response is required.

The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR adequate for
consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in compliance with
CEQA.

Comment noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR were received, no further response is required.

The commentor suggests that the Draft EIR’s setting and impact analyses are
inadequate and specifically mention concerns associated with water quality
and biological resources, but provide no specific reasons or details why the
Draft EIR is considered inadequate. The Draft EIR provides an extensive setting
and impact analysis that adequately addresses the environmental effects
associated with the project. Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR provide detailed analysis of
natural resource impacts of the project based on field review, technical
reports and review by qualified professionals. The commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives
Analysis).

Draft EIR pages 4.1-23 through -30 specifically address project’s consistency
with relevant land use plans and standards.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee
Housing Effects of the Project).

The Draft EIR references the Hazardous Waste Management Plan adopted by
Placer County in January 1989. Placer County General Plan policies 8.G.1,
8.G.2, 8.G.5 and 8.G.12 require consistency with state, local and federal
standards, and require that the County strictly regulate the storage of
hazardous materials and wastes. (Draft EIR page 4.3-14) Policy 6.H.22 of the
Martis Valley Community Plan Update states that “The County shall encourage
and work with the Truckee Fire Protection District and Northstar CSD to
develop coordinated all-hazard disaster response procedures for the following
types of disasters: wildfires, flooding, earthquake, severe winter storms,
transportation accidents, acts of terrorism, civil disturbance, and hazardous
materials releases.” Policy 9.H.4. of the Martis Valley Community Plan Update
states “The County shall encourage project proponents to consult early in the
planning process with the County regarding the applicability of countywide
indirect and area wide source programs and transportation control measures
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(TCM) programs. Project review shall also address energy efficient building and
site designs and proper storage, use, and disposal of hazardous materials.”
Implementation of the policies contained within the Placer County General
Plan, the Martis Valley Community Plan Update and applicable local, federal
and state regulations, addresses the potential for hazardous materials within
the Plan area. In addition, the land uses designations set forth in the Martis
Valley Community do not typically involve the use of significant quantities
hazards materials.

Response 210-9:

Response 210-10:

Response 210-11:

Response 210-12:

Response 210-13:

Response 210-14:

The Draft EIR provides detailed information regarding study area roadways,
year 2001 LOS conditions at study area intersections and roadway segments
as well as provides accident data (Draft EIR pages 4.4-1 through -16). This
information is utilized in the traffic impact analysis provided in the Draft EIR.
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

Draft EIR pages 4.6-9 through -20 and Appendix 4.6 provide a detailed
analysis of anticipated air quality impacts of the project. The commentor is
also referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the
Tahoe Basin).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project).

The commentor suggests that the biological resources analysis in the Draft
EIR is inadequate and does not fully address the project’s direct, indirect
and cumulative impacts. Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR
utilizes several sources of information and studies, biological resource
evaluations for individual properties within the Plan area as well as detailed
vegetative and habitat mapping. This section also notes applicable local,
state and federal policies and regulations associated with biological
resources. Thus, Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR is consistent with the setting
requirements of CEQA Guidelines 15125.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

Comment noted. The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in
compliance with CEQA.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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Letter 211

Gavin Moynahan
T26 Conifer
Truckee, Califomia 36161
(3300 562-0401

July 23, 2002

Lori Lawrence

Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Departimernit
11414 B Avenue

Auvburn, California 95603

RE: Martis Valley Community Plan Updale
Draft Envirommental Impact Report SCH Mo 2000072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

The Fire Protection Services section of the Draft EIR does not adequately address the

additional mambers of emergency personnel and equipment that will needed (o respond
to resort development in the higher elevation Wildland /Urban Interface areas.

Both the Northstar CS5D Fire Department and the Truckee Fire Protection District would
be heavily taxed if required to respond to the additional locations being considered for
new resort development. Depending on Mutual Ald agreements is not an excuse for
lacking the necessary local fire protection infrastructure,

The of terrain located at Northstar's mid mountain (The Highlands), DMB 2444
Hig ds Group, LLC and the Sierra Pacific project will require additional staffing,
equipment and stations that will come at considerable expense.

The existing residents of the Northstar Community Service District and the Truckes Fire
Protection Trstrict should not be expected to shoulder this expense.

The statement that the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, CDF does
not charge for fire protection services is true, but dees not address the serious lack of
funding that they are currently experiencing in their budget. This es both residents
and firefighters at increased risk when building in the wildland wur interface. Just
because CDF has jurisdiction over a region does not guarantee it will provide immediate
coverage. If their engines are out of county, then it 1s likely no additional resources will
be available to cover in their absence.

Additionally, CDF guidelines for new development projects within thelr jurisdietion
require significant ‘reduction of fuel loading of the entire project’ which translates into
rermoval of many aesthetic native plants and large trees that are in the conceptual plans
of the proposed new resorts. CDF also calls for the use of non-combustible building
materials and this further conflicts with the architectural renderings and descriptions

currently being submitted.

What emergency egress, evacuation studies were considered in case of a major wildland
fire in these locations? Shelter in place is not always and option and would have 2112
resulted in hundreds of deaths in the Oakland Hills and Malibu Fires. How will two

Gavin Moynahan, 726 Conifer, Truckee, Californin, 96161 (530) $62-0400
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lane roads safely handle the exodus of hundreds of motor vehicles while supporting
incoming fire suppression apparatus? How will the presence of a large population of
seasonal visitors and tourists effect safe evacuation if they are unfamiliar with local
roads and mpugmphy’ Will there be encugh Law Enforcement to assist Fire during a

major wildland fira
If additional egress roads are required Lo protect the growing population what impact

will this have? Were studies conducted to safely project resort population during the
wildland fire season regarding safe and orderly evacuation from thess new resort

developments?

It is in our best interest to protect existing businesses and residents from additional fire
suppression expenses. It is also important to support local firefighters with adequate
staffing and equipment as they take on additional responsibilities protecting residents in
even more remote wildland resort areas.

As a 10-year veteran of the fire service I thank you for looking into this important topic.
Sincerely,

(_;/.::&'#r_: ﬁ-@?zﬂ“"—— E-FATL CovwwT AusniT 49T

Gavin Moynahan

gmoynahan@acl.com

f3avin Mu"n'hlhl-n. 726 Conifer, Truckee, Californin, 96161 (530) 562-0400

211-2
Cont'd

211-3

211-4
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LETTER 211: GAVIN MOYNAHAN, RESIDENT

Response 211-1: Comment noted. The commentor is referred to pages 4.11-1 through -17 in

Response 211-2:

Response 211-3:

Response 211-4:

Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) of the Draft EIR, including County
policies, implementation programs and mitigation measures contained in
this section. As noted in Section 4.11, CDF does not respond to structural
fires. The commentor does not provide any evidence to support the claim
that existing funding mechanisms are inadequate to cover future impacts
resulting from increased development in the Plan area. Consultation with
the agencies confirm that impacts would be less than significant. The
commentor is also referred to Comment Letters A and D.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 211-1. Additionally,
regarding emergency access, there are three ways out of the Plan area,
including two river crossings: Old SR 267, SR 267 Bypass, and SR 267 into the
Tahoe Basin. The Town of Truckee also has conceptual plans for an
additional roadway crossing of the railroad tracks and river. The Truckee-
Tahoe Airport could be usd for emergency evacuation and the golf courses
and open valley area would provide fire breaks in the case of a major fire.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 211-1 and 211-2.
Impact 4.11.1.1 Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services in Section
4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) of the Draft EIR includes an impact
analysis of impacts to TFPD, CSD, and CDF. The policies and implementation
programs in the Martis Valley Community Plan require projects to meet
local and state fire regulations, including emergency access, fire breaks,
etc. per Public Resources Code 4290 and mitigation measure MM 4.11.1.1
would reduce impacts to less than significant.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 211-1 and 211-2.
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Letter 212
‘Gavin Moynahan
126 Conifier
Truckee, California 96161
(330} 5620401
July 27, 2002
Lori Lawrence

Environmental Review Technician
Flacer County Plarming Department
11414 B Awvenue

Auburn, California 95603

RE: Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Craft Environmental Impact Eeport SCH MNo.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

The Draft EIR does not adequately address what effects additional amounts of effluent
will have downstream on the Truckee River.

What impact will the additional discharge of treated human waste and untreated run-off
have to the urban populations of Reno and the State of Nevada?

Were the impacts of the additional bypassed chemicals including pharmaceuticals and
antiblotics studied regarding potential toxic effects to aquatic ﬁsﬁ, plants and
invertebrates?

How will the ranchers and farmers of Nevada be affected by these impacts?

2124

Were the Native American tribes who own property or have interests along the Truckee
River and Pyramid Lake notified of the propeosal to further develop the Martis Valley

and impact the water quality of the Truckee River?

I thank you for looking into this important issue that effects citizens of both California
and Mevada that rely on the Truckee River as their water source.

Sincerely,
(el JoPsdeln s  LMATL SOVT  pudUST 157
Gavin Moynahan

gmoynahan@ aol.com

Gavin Moynalan, 726 Cenifer, Truckes, California, #6161 (530) 562-0401
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LETTER 212: GAVIN MOYNAHAN, RESIDENT

Response 212-1:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project), as well as Section 4.7 (Hydrology
and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR. Regarding farmers in Nevada, the
Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis in the Draft EIR). Also, the commentor expresses concern that the
Native American tribes along the Truckee River or the Pyramid Lake Paiute
Lake Tribe were not consulted with regard to water quality issues. The
commentor is referred to Response to Comment 187-2.
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Letter 213

Gavin Moynahan
726 Conifer
Truckes, Califormia 96161
(5340 S62-0:401

August 10, 2002

Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenus

Aubum, California 95603

RE: Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Draft Environmental Impact Report SCH Mo 2001072050

Diear Ms. Lawrence:

The Martls Valley Community Flan study area was not large enough to adequately
address all the potential growth inducing impacts to the communities it will affect,
specifically: resort operated North Lake Tahoe concessions.

It is not clear what is actually for sale in the collateral materials that East West Pariners
is distributing to solicit resort home sales in the Martis Valley study area. 2131

There sales promotional book entitled THE VISION, specifically states “East West
Partners, one of the visionaries behind Beaver Creek Resort in Colerade, will engage
their foresight and passion for excellence to create Morth America’s premier four-season
resort experience; to enhance the overall lifestyle experience in Morth Lake Tahoe,”

The goal of these resorts Is to put people within a few miles of Lake Tahoe's north shore
and then encourage them to patronize restaurants and concessions that they operate
Lakeside, This is a direct conflict with the ‘End Destination’ resort design that
Fiberboard originally created at Northsiar to discourage unnecessary trips and thus
reduce additional traffic,

The Martis Valley Draft EIR does not adequately study the potential of this ‘Growth

Inducing Impact” What additional traffic will result if the new and existing resorts each 243.2
rchase 2 Lakeside businesses? What will the impact will result if they purchase 57

Eﬂmt imipact will hundreds of additional trips over SR 267 be to the communities of

North Lake Tahoe regarding traffic, pollution and biological degradation?

What lirnits will be required on the new and existing resorts to keep extra vehicle trips to

a minimum considering the push to encourage guests to drive over SR 2677 At what 213-3
point will the use of Lakeside concessions operated by resorts based in the Martis Valley

impact Lake Tahoe's clarity and North Lake Tahoe's quality of lifef

1 feel additional information rmast be researched and plan specific models must be -
studied before assumptions on impacts to surrounding conmunities can be made.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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These outlying communities are not adeguately addressed in the Draft EIR but are
directly affected by the developer's plans to build and occupy Lakeside concessions. 138
Thank you in advance for the Planni.ng Departrn.ents consideration on this important

subject. 1 know it is Placer County’s goal to “Keep Tahoe Blue® and preserve the special

quality of life for existing Morth Lake Tahoe residents and businesses.

Sincerely, il

Goroel [lgugpel——  ETMATL SEYVT AUCUST T

Gavin Moynahan
Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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LETTER 213: GAVIN MOYNAHAN, RESIDENT

Response 213-1:

Response 213-2:

Response 213-3:

Response 213-4:

Response 213-5:

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin), 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting
and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), as well as Section 7.0 (Long Term
Implications) of the Draft EIR regarding concerns relating to potential
growth inducing impacts to North Lake Tahoe. The commentor’s concern
regarding the collateral materials that East West Partners are distributing to
solicit resort homes sales is not an environmental issue and is not within the
scope of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 213-1.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 213-1. The commentor
is also referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact
Analysis).

The commentor thinks additional information must be researched and plan
specific models must be studied before assumptions on impacts to
surrounding communities can be made. The commentor fails to identify the
inadequacy of the Draft EIR and to identify what surrounding communities
and what additional information is required. Therefore, no further response
is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 213-4.
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Latter 214

(zavin Moynahan
45 North Tenth Street, San Jose, Califomnia 95112
ERCO

726 Corifer, Truckes, Califomia 96161 g\ e Uﬁ;‘;}
(530) 562-0401 (408) 294-9645 RECEIED
July 13, 2002 AUE 19 200°
L:n-iLL.awre-me ) "
Environmental Review Technician pLﬁtNNiNG n EPA HTMEN‘T

Placer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenue
Auburn, California 85603

RE: Martis Valley Community Flan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report SCH
Mo 2000072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

T am interested in seeing Placer County”'s plan for the Martis Valley be the best possible
document to protect and ensure a healthy future for this special area.

1 feel strongly that the Draft has underestimated the number of occupants that will be
patronizing the new homes, condas and ‘shared ownership’ facilities that are slated for

the Martis Valley region of Placer County.

The Draft uses occupancy rates as low as 20% with only 2.63 humans per household. [
question how those numbers were reached? The Martis Valley plan area is unique and
not easily represented by Census Data or Sacramento Area Council of Governments
population estimates. The documentation in the Draft EIR only sites Martis Valley
Vacation Rentals for rental information statistics. Was information obtained from
Morthstar at Tahoe, Sierra Resort Vacation Rentals or Trident Holdings? They all have
significant rental units in the Martis Valley.

The Draft assumes that many single family vacation homes are not rented. This doesn’t
accurately address the number of homes that are frequently occupied by unaccounted 21441

for friends, family and guests.

Example: The Smith Family owns a home on Conifer and is retired with bwo sons. They
use their Morthstar home as a second residence and do not rent, however, Roseanne
frequently lets her sister in law and girlfriends use their home along with their husbands
during the weeks that she stays down in Sactamento. And then there are her sons. No
Census data, voter registration or IRS rental income data will highlight this pattern of

oCcupancy.
Our Truckes home t& another example, it is held in Trust and has multiple family

members with ownership rites and revolving usage. Again this creates significant
additional occupancy figures not considered in the Draft.

Northstar at Tahoe's rental income and ocoupancy statistics for the year 2001 show that
of all the homes and condos en their program cccupancy was never less than 28 percent
with units ranging from 27 94 % to 47.39%. Northstar's smallest units have a listed
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ocoupancy of twoand the largest ten. Morthstar's rental program requires owners of
one-bedroom condes to provide ‘additional sleeping surfaces’ for two additional guests
in the form of a hide-a-bed or sleep mats. Thus making their smallest one bedroom

condo a ‘potential’ four-persomn umit,

Shared ownership, imeshares or fractional ownerships would again under represent
actual usage. One-seventh fractional ownerships allow each family /owner a visit
approximately once every other month. If you're only allowed to visit seven times per
year wouldn't you expect that most owners would? Statistical information on actual
usage is available and should be used to calculate a more accurate number of potential

visitors to the Martis Valley region of Placer County,

Twould like to know why research on fractional ownership use was not included? What
percentage of the total number of units built will be sold fractionally and how will that
be monitored? Many of the developers have already stated their interest in fractional
ownership sales to boost yearly resort visits.

Star Resorts which occupies and manages the Morthstar Club is one such example it 244-1
offers its members “potentially unlimited use” and even extends benefits to its owners Cont'd
from thelr other resorts. This is a standard privﬂege of ‘shared ownership’ within the
resort industry. Additionally reinforcing that Draft occupancy percents are not realistic.
It is possible, although not likely, that their facility could be oecupied 100%. This
scenario multiplied by hundreds of new additional fractional ownerships would yield
significant increases in population not accounted for in the DEIR.

Property managers and resorts restrict the number of registered guests to a masximum
for each unit. Interviewing resort and property management housekeepers yields an
t“mres:::ig finding. Often times a unit is occupied by up to twice the number of guests
r . This again under represents ‘front desk’ statistics.

What research was conducted on retirement statistics to second homes in the Martis
Walley? “We are going to retire here” is a common mantra from second homeowners
and a longstanding American tradition,

This lack of research on actual population statistics in the Martis Valley and resort build-
out plans leads me to question the ocoupancy percentages that the Draft is using.

Please provide detailed and complete population/ occupancy research information
regarding the subjects listed in this query. It is important to know the number of people
that will influence the Martis Valley and impact the Tahoe National Forrest.

Thank you for considering my questions and comments. | take pride in owning
property in Placer County.

Sincerely,

Lon s s L
Eocrve STagrad

Gavin Moynahan
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LETTER 214: GAVIN MOYNAHAN, RESIDENT

Response 214-1:

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR), as well as Section
4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR. The analysis
evaluates 100 percent occupancy of the Plan area. An analysis of
fractional ownership is not necessary because it would have less of an
impact than 100 percent occupancy of the Plan area.

Placer County
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Letter 215
o (SO0,
Tmc]-:ae???,_,gl?;l:?m 06151 RECEIVED
(530 562-0401
AUG ¢ G a0
August 11, 2002 Le.
i PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Flanning Department
11414 B Averue

Auburn, California 95603

RE: Martis Valley Commumity Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact R
SCH No.:200 072050 il

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

[ am writing offer some suggestions and raise a few questions regarding the
‘Alternatives’ section covered in the Martis Valley Community Plan Draft EIR.

The Martis Valley Community Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report does not offer a
range of options under ‘Alternatives’ that improves or retains the current featires that
make this region desirable. A reasonable list of alternatives should includs plans that do
not jeopardize the very attributes that make the area attractve.

The following are some areas that would benefit from additional ‘Allernate’ plans that
do not comprommise the Valley's future:

Impact 4.9.12 Loss of Special-Status Species and their Habitat, Interference of Wildli
Movement, and Fragmentation of Habitat fife

All four draft options produce ‘cumulative significant impacts’. 2454
It is unnecessary to damage habitat and risk Special-Status Spacies for new resort i
building on sensitive scosystems.

Impact 4.4.1 Potential to Exceed an Established Level of Service Standard

All four draft options produce ‘significant impacts’,

Traffic is the number cne complaint of visitors and the reason many people do not want
to visit or ski in the region. If traffic is projected to increase how will this affect the
already established resorts? Is it sensible to make traffic worse with additional
construction of additional resorts? At what point will the Martis Valley start to lessen as
a destination because of the increased traffic?

Impact 413 Loss of Forest and Timber Lands

All four draft alternatives produce ‘significant impact’
The forest and trees are the key reasons people come to the beautiful Manis Valley.

How can the County take responsibility for damaging the lifeblood of the region? There
should be an alternative that doesn't create a significant impact to the Tahoe National

Forest.

Gavin Maoynaban, 726 Coaifer, Truckee, California 96161 (530) S52.0401
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The Impacts listed above are not an exhaustive list of the important areas facing
‘sigmificant or cumulative significant’ changes that need additional study under the

rurrent Draft

The reason people come to the Martis Valley is for its scenic beauty, outdoor recreation
and improved quality of life not found in the California’s major urban areas. It would
be counterproductive to make the Valley more urban and would result in potential
damage to established businesses and reduced property values. 215-1

Cont'd
Ome option that needs to be explored is the “Transferring of Development Rites
Alternative’. This is a widely accepted practice in California and has had wenderful
results. The purchase of development rites needs to be investigated in depth and would]
serve the business interests of the major landowners as well as existing residents and
ecosysterns. The fact that Placer County has no established program should net prevent
exploring this option. The Draft says that it would not be consistent with Land Use bt
fails to explore in earnest the potential for offsetting the numerous ‘significant’ impacrs
that are unavoidable under the four proposed Dratt plans.

Please comsider my comments and queries when producing your final EIR. Iknow
through a combined input of citizens and landowners we can create a wonderful plan

for preserving the natural beauty of the Martis Valley for the next 20 years.

Sincerely,

Gavin Moynahan

CGiavin Moynakan, 726 Conifer, Truckee, California 96161 (5300 562-0401
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LETTER 215: GAVIN MOYNAHAN, RESIDENT

Response 215-1: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).
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Letter 216
eR COy,
M DATE Vi
ARECEIVED
AUB 19 2007

Attne Lori Lawrence bd . NT
Enveonmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department FLﬁNNlNG DE FAHME
11414 “B* Avenue
Aubuen, CA 95803
RE: Draft Environmental Imgpact Report for the Proposed Marhs Valley Community Plan update, SCH
Mo 200072050

Drear Ms. Lawrence:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this draft environmental impact repore. First, [ have
three requests: 1) As the DEIR is a very complicated dosument, and it is very time intensive to review
envirsmmental impacts and cormelate them to appropeiate Placer county polices, poals, and mitigation
measures, | request an extension of the public comment perod. 2) By my examination thus far, it is
evident that this DEIR aeither follows the letter of or the intent of the Califoenia Environemental
Cruality Act, and [ therefore request that 2 revised DEIR thar meets CEQA requirements be completed
and recirculated for public review. 3) One of the glaring faults of the DEIR i that there was vinmally 216-1
no pubilic mput for this plan. There was no sepresentation for the environmental community, the
affordable housing community, TRPA, the Lake Tzhoe Community, Nevada County, the Town of
Truckee, diversification of the economy proponents, and sustainable economic experts. All of these
citizens have a stake and a voice in the future of their comununity, and none were effectively represented
I therefore request that the present planning process be stopped and a new state of the art Smare
Growth Citizens committes be formed that will do 2 ense community wisioning process that looks at all
the interest of this diverse commumnity.

Large land crwrners and developers are in the business of paying off their banks and equity partmers and
making sure thers = a 1:!:5!&‘ eeturn on tivestment for themselves, It is i theie best mieresis io always

mrasimize the amount of units and or coverage that they can acheeve, and minimize the amount of land e
that iz not avadable for development.

As an example, the proposed community plan really allows for 20,467 units (DEIR table 4.2-10), with an
adjusted holding capacity of 8,220 units. What low will hald the developers to 9,220 units total? How
was the standard 20%% reduction caloulated? Was all the developable kand in the Martis Valley, and only
the land in Martis Valley, reviewed to deterrmine a “standard deduction™ for the Martis Valley
specifically? If not, why not? What is the margin of error in the 2094 standaed deduction (table 4.2-10)%
All numbers calculated with data will have a range of error. Please provide all the dat available and 216-3
justify the masgin of eror, then, report the adjusted holding capacity with a realistc margin of erroz.
Without this margin of error, the range of impacts cannot be propedy ailculated, and the DEIR
therefore understates these impacts, Flease recalculate all impacts studied i the DEILR, smchuding but
not limited to, all wmpacts identified in table 201, Pleage pay special attention to and caloulate the
effects on affodable housing, watee use, taffic, fagmentation of wildlife habitat, loss of spedes, air
pollutton (ozone and pmll) partcles), and report the inceease m asthma and heatt attacks mherent with
increases in air poflution ever levels in the Martis Valley at the present

Also, the plan undetstates the possible level of permanent cocupation of the units i the fenre. This
mumber is then wsed o caloulate all snpects i the valley, Please do a detailed study an the present 216-4

purchasers fior vacation homes in resorts. Take into account that they are baby boomers nearing
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retirernent and that many have plans to cetite in theit vacation homes. Report this information m the
DEIR with real marging of exror. Please make imo acoount information available from, and why not doa
joint study with MNate Huteheson of the American Phinning Association? [ am sure the APA would love
0 do a definitive study of & resort asca as important as the Treckee/Lake Tahoe area

For your information, and as a start to this investigation, see the APA’s newsletter for resornts (Mountatns
and Shores-Sumimer 2002). In the artcle “Tluge Boom in Residential Migration to Resort Towns

Concems Locals, Planners,” the author, in part says:
216-4

“Wacation spots typically inhabited by a sonall number of kocals in the off-season ae Conlt'd
attracting residential migration in record numbers, and developing vear round community
conflicts,. These locations typically offer coastal, mowntain, and lakesde recreation areas, natural
beauty, fresh air, and entertamment options, But those who used to come and vsit are now
coming to stay permanently. As APA researcher Mate Hutcheson reports in Zonmg Mews, a

. publication of the Amencan Plannmg Association, communitics that offer such heures are now
prime candidates for land use conflicts. “Amencans are on the move to resort destinations™,
says Hutchenson, “The populations of traditional get-wway destinabons are surgnng, and
planners are coming Gce to face with new social, economic, and public health challenges because
of thes,” Residentsal migration to vacation destinations is estimared at 700,000 to 1.6 million
people per year., . The task for planners seems to be defining and mamtamng a balance betwesn
year-round, seasonal, and vacaricning people while considerng, the effects on property, the well-
heing of the community, and & thriving econcimy.”

Thiz DEIR is fundamentally flawed m the most basic of data collection and analysis, [tin every instance
possible understates the true level of impact w the economic, social, and environmental health of the 216-5
Martis Valley Communiry. This process could be greatly enhanced by a community visoning process
that takes into account the economic and environmental concems of all commumity stakeholders.

Smecerely,

=N

Shanmon Rabom

Chzir, Tahoe Area Sietra Club Geoup
PO Box 4918

Incline Village, NV 89450
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LETTER 216: SHANNON RABORN, TAHOE AREA SIERRA CLUB GROUP

Response 216-1:

Response 216-2:

Response 216-3:

Response 216-4:

Response 216-5:

Comment noted. The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in
compliance with CEQA. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9
(Adequacy of the Public Review Period).

Comment noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR were received, no further response is required.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) and 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the
Plan Area).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

Comment noted. The County considers the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft
EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in
compliance with CEQA.

Placer County
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Lettar 217

Conservation Biology Institute

651 Cornish Drive » Encinitas, California 92024
cER COy ks &
M HE%EEED# by e oy

AUG 1§ 2007
-

C
PLANNING DEPARTMENT August 15, 2002

Ms. Lori Lawrence

Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department
11414 “B" Avenue

Aubum, CA 95603

Subject; Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Mz, Lawrence:

The Conservation Biology Institute {CRI) is a non-profit, science support organization,
with expertise in habital conservation planning, envirenmental impact studies, and special
status species comservation and recovery efforts.  On behalf of Sierra Watch, CBT has
reviewed the Martis Valley Community Plan (MVCF) wpdate and the Biological
Resources section of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The attached
comments address: (1) the consistency of the proposed Land Use diagram in the MVCP
update with policies for natural resources protection established in the Placer County
General Plan (GP), (2) the Biological Resources Section of the DEIR, and
(3) recommendations for improving the DEIR and developing a conservation-baged
alternative for the MVCP update that is consistent with the land vse policies adopted by

the County. 2471

Our gualifications can be summarized as follows. Michacl White has ever 16 years of
experience conducting ecological research, species and habital conservation programs,
and impact assessment studies throughout the Southwestern U.S. and the Pacific Rim,
Jerre Stalleup has 20 years of experience in the management of large biological and GIS
conservalion planning studies and environmental impact studies for nonprofit
organizations and government agencies, both in the U.S, and abroad. We have extensive
experience with the Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Clean Water Act, and federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, including Natural Community Conservation Planning efforts in southern

California.
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Lori Lawrence
Pg. 2

We thank you for the opportunity lo comment on the DEIR. Please feel free to contact us | 2171
if you require any additional information or wish to discuss any of these issues. Cont'd
Sincerely,
i |
_./

Michael D. White, Ph.D. Smllcup, M A

Ce: Terry Watt
attachment

Placer County
May 2003

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-1165



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

CBI COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The proposed Land Use diagram in the Martis Valley Community
Plan (MVCP) update is inconsistent with many of the progressive
policies established by the Board of Supervisors in the Placer
County General Plan (GP). These policies promote the protection
and restoration of natural resources and other elements that| ' 2
affect the quality of life of the citizens of Placer County. The
following sections present relevant GP policies and describe
inconsistencies of the proposed Land Use diagram with these

policies.

Policy 6.8.3. The County shall discourage divect runcif of pollutanis and siltation into
wetland areas from outfalls serving nearby urban development, Development shall be
designed in such a manner that poliwants and siltation will not significantly adversely
affect the value or fimetion of wetlands.

The proposed Land Use diagram in the MVCP update will result in degraded water
qualily in waterbodies and associated wetlands in the planning area. The proposed Land
Use diagram establishes development zones within significant percentages of the | 217-3
subwatersheds for Martis Creek, East Martis Creek, and Martis Creek Lake and their
asgociated wetland . habitats.  Urban land uses produce substantial loads of nutrients
{nitrogen amd phosphorus), metals, oil and grease, and suspended sediments that are
carried to downstream waterbodies by nmoff from impervious surfaces such as strests
and roads, and structures. Golf courses and landscaped parks also contribute significant
pollutant loads from applications of fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides. Many of these
chemicals are not easily removed from urban rumoff and will be transported to
downstream wetlands and waterbodies,

Poliey 6.C.1. The County shall identify and protect significant ecological resource areas
and other unigue wildiife habitals critical to protecting and sustoining wildlife
populations, Significant ecological reseurce areas include; a) wetlands areas including
vernal pools, b) stream emvirenment zowes, ¢) any habitat for rare, threatened or
endangered animals or plants, d) critical deer ranges fwinter and summer), migratory
rowtes, and fawming habitat, e lorge areay of non-fragmented natural habitat,
1) identifiable wildlife movement zones, including but not limited to, non-fragmented
siream  environment rones, avion ond mammalian mipratory routes, ard  fnown 217-4
conceriration areas af waierfowl within the Pacific Flyway, and g) important spawning
areas for anadromous fish.

The propescd Land Usc diagram has the potential to completely alter the biological
character and functions of the ecosystems in the Martis Valley. The Martis Valley
Community Planning arca supports or potentially supports all of the significant
ecological resource areas and umigque wildlife habitat addressed by this policy. The
locations and levels of development proposed are inconsistent with the long-term

Conservation Biology Institute 1
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protection of these resources. Proposed development zones fragment large areas of intact
forest, threaten wildlife movement routes and deer fawning areas, and eliminate ég:,d
important watershed areas and encroach on intact stream and wetland environments,

Palicy §.C.2. The Couniy shall require development in areas known to have particular

value for wildlife to be carefully planned and, where possible, located so that the

reasonable value of the habitat for wildlife is maintained -
217-

The proposed development zones in the MVCP update are not carefully planned with
respect to the maintenance of wildlife value. Dewvelopment zones are located in
unfragmented habitat and sensilive watershed areas and encroach on wetland and stream
systemns. Careful planning dictates that these high value habitat areas be avoided. |

Folicy 6.C.6, The County shall support preservation of habitats of rare, threatened,
endangered, and/or other special status species. Federal and state agencies, av well ax
other congervation organizations, shall be encowraged ro acguire and manage
endangered species habirats,

The development allowed by the MVCP update would diminish habitat value for special
status species, Several special status species occur or could potentially occur in the
Martis Valley Community Planning area. The proposed development would diminish
habitat value for special status species, preclude the use of Martis Valley as a recovery
area for the Lahontan cutthroat trout, and discourage conservation activities by federal
and state agencies and conservation organizations.

2176

Palicy 6.C.7 The County shall support the maintenance of suitable habitais for all
indigenous species of wildlife, without preference to game or non-game species, through
maintenance of habitat diversin 297.7

The proposed Land Use diagram will sipnificantly aller the character and functions of
several natural habitat types in the Martis Valley Community Planning area, thereby

diminishing their long-term value to wildlife.

Lolicy 6.C.8 The County shall support preservation or reestablishment of fisheries fn

the Fivers and streams within the county, whenever possible.
The presence of residential development and golf courses adjacent to the stream system =ir

would eliminate the opportunity to restore vital spawning and rearing habitat for the
endangered Lahontan cutthroat trout in the Martis Valley Creek system. |

Policy 6.0 13 The County shall support and cooperate with efforts of other local, state,
and federal agencies and private entities engaged in the preservation and protection of
significant biological vesources from incompatible land wses and  development.
Significant biological resources include endangered, threatened or rare species and their

habitats, wetland habitats, wildlife migration corvidors, and locally-important 2179

Srecios coOmMmUnities.

The proposed Land Use diagram will result in significant degradation of the biological
value of the ares, resulting in diminished potential for meaningful conservation actions

Conservation Biobopgy [nstitute 2
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and increasing the complexity of resource management, Several governmental and non- | a47.0
governmental organizations are actively engaged in conservation and management of | Cont'd
hinlogical resources in the Martis Valley Community Planning area.

Policy 6.0 14 The County shall suppert the managemen! gfforts of the Califormia
Department of Fish and Game to maintain and enkance the produciivity of tmporiant fish
and pame species (such as the Biwe Canyon and Lovalton Truckee deer herds) by
profecting identified critical habitat for these species from incompatible suburban rural
restdential, or recreational development. 217-10

The land use changes proposed in the MVCP update will significantly alter the habitats of
important fish and game species. The proposed Land Use diagram will result in
significant degradation of movement corridors and fawning areas of the Loyalton
Truckee deer herd. In addition, Martis Lake currently supports 2 Wild Trout designation,

and the Martis Creek system supports productive trout populations.

Policy 6.0.8. The County shall ensure the conservation of sufficiently large, continvous
expanses of native vegetation to provide suitatle habital for maintaining abundant and
diverse wildlife.

The proposed Land Use diagram will result in substantial loss and [ragmentation of
native vegetation communities in the planning aréa, The DEIR acknowledges that these
vegetation communities have the potential to suppert a diversity of wildlife species,
including several special status species.

297-11

Policy 6,07 The County shall support the management of wetland and riparian plant
communities for passive recreation, groundwater recharge, nutrient catchment, and
wildlife habitats. Such communities shall be restored or expanded, where possible.

The proposed Land Use diagram will resull in the loss and degradation of wetland and
riparian vegetation communities in the Maris Creek watershed. The proposed Land Use 21712
diagram will resalt in loss of upland buffer arcas in the watershed, consumption rather
than recharge of groundwater resources, and increased loading of nutrients from wrban
and recreational development. Development of additional golf courses in the planning
area will also result in draw-down of groundwater resources for irrigation and fertilizer

applications.

Policy 6.D.8  The County shall reguire that new development preserve naliral
woodlands to the maximum extent possilble, S5k
The proposed Land Use diagram will result in substantial loss and fragmentation of intact
woodlands in the planning area,

Policy .09  The County shall require that development on hillsides be limited 1o
mainiain natwral vegetation, expecially forests and open grasslands, and control evosion.

The proposed Land Use diagram allows new development in hillside areas that currently
support unfragmented forest habitats, This development will increase erosion of
sediments into the Martis Creek system.

21714
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Policy 8.E.1. The County shall support the preservation and enhancenent of matural
land forms, natural vegetation, and natural resources as open Space o the maximum

extent feasible. The County shall permanently protect, as open space, areas of natural
resowrce valwe, including wetlands preserves, riparian corridors, woodiands, and
Moodplains.

The proposed Land Use diagram allows development in unfragmented Fforest and along
tributarics of the Martis Creck system and associated wetlands and floodplains,

21716

Policy 8E2  The County shall require that new development be designed and
constructed to preserve the following types of areas and features o open space 1o the
murximum exteni feasible; a) High evosion hazard aveas; ) Scenic and trail corvidors.
¢l Streams, streamside vegetation; d) Wetlands: ¢) Other significant stands of vegetation:
N Wildlife corridors; and g) Any areas of special ecological significance, 21716

The proposed Land Use diagram is not designed to preserve the natural resources listed in
the County policy bul in fact will result in their loss, fragmentation, and long-term
degradation. The majority of development allowed under the proposed Land Use
diagram will be located adjacent to the Martis Creck system, associated wetlands, and

forest buffers in the watershed.

FPolicy 6.3 The County shall support the maintenance of open space and ratural
resources that are interconnected and of sufficient size to protect Bindiversity,

accommedate wildlife movement, and susiain ecosystems. 29747

The DEIR acknowledges that the proposed Land Use diagram will produce cumualatively
significant habitat fragmentation and loss of major wildlife movement comidors. We

concur with this assessment.

2. The Biological Resources section of the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) is inadequate or flawed, as documented by | 21718
the following comments.

Al The information presented in Section 4.9.1 - Setting is inadequate to fully
address the direet, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the proposed project
and to evaluate whether the project is in compliance with existing Placer
County policies. Specific examples include:

* The document describes field investigations conducted “intermittently from
May 20000, during preparation of the background report, to July 2001.” These 21719
field investigations included “general plant and wildlife surveys focusing on
areas within the planning area with the potential to support special status
species and sensitive habitats.” However, none of these results are discussed,
The information presented in Seciion 4.9.7, and in subsequent analyses, relies
on existing information from the California Natural Diversity Data Base, 1.5,
Fish and Wildlife Service, and 15, Forest Service. The referenced field
investigations may or may not have been adequate in coverage or timing to

Censervation Biolagy Institue 4
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detect special status species in the planming area, There is inadequate
information presented in the DEIR to evaluate the adequacy of existing
infarmation as well as the surveys conducted specifically for the project. In
addition, there is no discussion of the potential for various portions of the
planning area to support sensitive species, high quality wildlifs habitat, or
unique assemblages of resources that may be especially important for
protection,

* The DEIR does not discuss or identify locations of existing protected areas in
the region, locations of old growth forest stands, relevant fire history
information, or areas of existing disturbance, which may affect where
development and, conversely, habitat conservation should be planned. The
descriptions in Section 4.9,/ should be broadened to include information from
the region surrounding the Martis Valley Community Planning arca, to

provide the appropriate context for resource and development planning,
B. The impact analysis Is Inadequate and misleading, Specific examples include:

* The impact analysis is circular. Development impacts that conflict with
existing County policies are identified as potentially significant, but deemed
mitigated by existing County policies, with no discussion of the inconsistency.
There is no clear demonstration of how mitigation of specific impacts 1o
specific resources will be achieved by the application of these policies.
Therefore, the potential success of the suggested mitigation measures is
difficult 1o assess. In addition, given that funding for mitigation measures will
be derived largely from development fees, analyses should be conducted to
determine the level of funding necessary to fully mitigate potential future

I.lflpau:!z.

* The biological impacts analysis should evaluate specific resources in both a
local and a regional context. There is no “big picture” evaluation of how the
resources relate to one another and the relative value of wegetation
communities and wildlife habitat in or adjacent to the planning ares. For
example, the National Forest lands that surround the community planning arca
support resources thal may also depend on habitats in the Martis Valley area.
Furthermore, there is no discussion of the ecological processes that maintain
these resources (e.g., migrations or other movements of species, fire cyeles,
natural hydrologic regimes, ete.) and how the proposed project might affect
these processes,

* There is minimal description and no analysis of unlisted wildlife species.
Aceording to the DEIR, standards of significance should include “substantial
impacts o significant ccological resources including high quality andior
unigue vegetation communities and wildlife habitats.” High quality and
urigue wildlifi habitats arc critical to sustaining plant and animal resources,

24749
Cont'd

217-20

217-1

217-22

and their importance is referenced in the County GP paolicies (e.g., Policy
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6.C.1). These habitats should be identified, and potential impacts to these | 217-22
resources should be analyzed in the DEIR. Cont'd

= The manner in which the direct impact acreages are calculated and presented
is inappropriate, confusing, and misleading. Impacts of potential timber
production are not evaluated in the Biological Resources section of the DEIR.
The DEIR states “forest parcels are considered scparate impacts from those
caused by implementation of the Marlis Valley Community Plan.” This is an
mappropriate approach, given that changes to the extent of forest designations
in the planning arca are proposed as part of the project. Figures 4.9.6 through
4.9-9 show tabulations of the acreages of open space, forest, and development | 217-23
associated with each altemative. However, some development and associated
infrastructure is allowed in forest parcels, and disturhance from ootdoor
recreation (e.g., ski runs) is allowed in open space parcels. Arcas zomed for
Timber Production should be identified, and the implications of this zoning
should be discussed in more detail. Furthermore, there likely will be roads
and other infrastructure in areas designated as open space. Thus, the total
acreage in the development category is an underestimate of the direct impacta
to biological resources in the planning area.

= The discussion of indirect impacts, which in many instances can be more
extensive than the direct impacts of development, is extremely weak. Indirect
impacts can cxtend a large distance outside of the planning area.  Indirect
impacts that should be addressed include air quality changes (e g., increased
nitrogen deposition), hydrologic changes (e, runoff from development),
water quality changes (e.g., fertilizer runoff from golf courses), increased | 217-24
light, increased noise, increased potential for incressed sbundance of non-
native species, elevated road mortality, changes in fire regimes, and increased
human presence. The overall sustainability of the level and type of proposed
devclopment in this area, which is valued for its sesthetic, recreational, snd
natural resources qualities, should be evaluated with these potential impacts in

mind.

= Warious categories of open space should be clearly defined. It is not clear
from the propoesed Land Use diagram whether the open space is proposed to 247.25
remain in a natural condition or will be recreational open space consisting of
golf courses and ski mns.

C. The analysis does not address the consistency of the proposed project and
alternatives with the Placer Legacy Program and relevant MNatural
Community Conservation Planning (NCCF) Act guidelines. The cumulative
impacts of the proposed project and alternatives on vegetation communities,
wildlife and their habitats, special status species, habitar linkages and wildlife 217-26
movement corridors, and other sensitive ecological resources are not adequately
discussed or analyzed in the context of the goals of the Placer Legacy Program.
Areas of eastern Placer County that are of particularly high integrity, long-term
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conservation value, or are otherwise umique and wvaluable, both within and
adjacent to the planning area, should be identified in the DEIR, as specified in the
County's NCCP Agreement. Development should be encouraged in lower value | 217-26
resource arcas and discouraged in higher value resource areas. This lack of | Gontd
analysis potentially threatens the success of conservation planning efforts in
Placer County,

. Identified impacts are not adequately mitigated. The DEIR either relies an
existing County policies to mitigate potential impacts or proposes inadequate
and/or inappropriate mitigation measures. Reliance on existing County policies is
not specific enough for the reader to determine if full mitigation of impacts is | 297-27
feasible and if all of the potentially significant impacts of the proposed Land Usc
diagram would be fully mitigated. In addition, several suggested mitigation
measures are inadequate or inappropriate. For example:

* The DEIR suggests that raptor nesting sites and bat roosts can be removed or
blocked once nesting has been completed or the animals leave the roost,
respectively. These mitigation measures are inappropriate - nesting/roosting 217-a8
habitat may be limiting, and loss of these resources may result in the long-
term decline of these species in the area.

* Mitigation measures for potential impacts to mountain yellow-legged frogs
must consider a broader area than just stream crossings. Chemicals in unoff
from developmenis and associated recreational areas within the watershed of
occupied stream systems must be controlled at their source to prevent these
lard uses from degrading water quality. These impacts will be difficult to 217-29
mitigate if developments adjacent to potential mountain yellow-legged frog
habitat are allowed to proceed. Comprehensive surveys for this species
should be conducted to inform the MVCP update and allow an sppropriate
mitigation plan (including project design featurss) to be developed at this
stage of the planning process.

= NMitigation measures for potential impacts to Lahontan cutthroat trout consist
of prohibiting construction in spawning habitat during the spawning season
and prohibiting structures that would block fish passage. These measures
ipnore the potential for the residential developments and golf courses to
degrade water quality and habitat quality for this species. A comprehensive e
mitigation plan must be developed during the MVCP update process tha
addresses all aspects of the habital and life history requirements of Lahontan
cutthroat trout and other salmonid species,

* Mitigation measures for potentially significant impacts to wildlife movement
consist of project-level deer surveys to determine the amount of natural open
Space necessary to maintain the known deer movement corridors. These 21731
surveys should either be conducted now, with an appropriate land use plan
developed based on the results of these surveys, or, alternatively, the proposed

|
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Land Use diagram should be modified to increase the amount of natural open
space i the vicinity of the known wildlife corridors. In the face of | 217-31
uncertainties due to a lack of information, the proposed Land Use disgram | Contd
should be maore conservative to minimize potential risks (o namral resouress,

E. Additional impacis should be considered.

* Connections between fawning areas and overwintering areas outside of the
valley are largely eliminated by both the existing and proposed plans. What is 217-32
the implication of this impact to the long-term productivity and persistence of
the Loyalton Truckee deer herds?

¢ The DEIR does not address the incremental reduction in the potential for
recovery of special status species, such as the Lahontan cutthroatl trout and
wolverine, The fragmentation and loss of important watershed habitat for the 217-33
Martiz Creek system would greatly reduce the potential for recovery of these
species in the planning area.

* The DEIR does not address the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to old
growth stands in and adjacent to the community planning srea, The DEIR 3
should examine the function of these habitats relative to other old growth | 217

stands im the region,

* The DEIR does not sddress the cumulative impacts of increased development
and increased recreation on the surrounding Mational Forest lands, the Tahoe

Basin, and the ecorcgion,

217-35

3. Recommendations

A Revise and expand the discussion in the Biological Setting section to identify
natural areas that are particularly unique, sensitive, or are otherwise of high
quality. Conversely, identify natural arcas that are disturbed, degraded or exhibit
lower quality. Sound planning principles would target these latter areas for 217-36
development (e.g., disturbed areas around existing Northster ski runs or degraded
areas adjacent to existing roads and developments) and cluster new development
around existing development and infrastructure.

B. Revise and expand the impact analysis. The impact analysis must include an
analysis of impacts to biological resources in areas identified as Forest land use,
The indirect effects of the proposed project, both within and outside of the Martis
Valley Community Planning arca, must be analyzed in greater detar].  Indirect 737
impacts are often more extensive than the direct impacts of the development
footprint, end their implications to the long-term persistence of high quality
natural resources in the Martis Valley are profound.
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. Eliminate suggested mitigation measures that do not consider the entire life cycle
of a particular species, all of the habitat elements that the species requires, and
whether or not some of these elements may be limiting to the specics. For #IF
example, proposed mitigation measures for bats and the Lahontan cutthroat trowt

are not adequate,

0. Develop a conservation-based Land Use allermative that sirives to maintain
nateral resource valoes and habitat integrity in accordance with County GP
policies.  The altemative should consider natueal resources and ecological
processes both within and surrounding the Martis Valley Community Planning
area to insure that broad-scale habitat functions and connectivity are maintained.
The following analyses could support the development of this alternative:

» Evaluate the rarity of the Martis Valley vegetation communitics within a
larger ecological region. Ensure that the habitats conserved as open space are
representative of those in the larger region. 217-39

¢ Evaluate the diversity of vegetation communitics and other resources in the
context of the Sierra Mevada Ecosystem Project (SNEP), While any specific
resource or community, in and of itself, may not be particularly unique from a
regional perspective, the juxtaposition of these resources can be highly
significant. Also, examine other biogeographic patterns, relating to physical
factors such as climate, geologic history, or soils, that may make particular
areas unique and of high value.

* Ensure that areas of high quality open space are interconnectzd, both within
and outside of the Martis Valley Community Planming area.  Maimntaining

large-scale habitat connectivity is critical to successful planning.
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LETTER 217:

Response 217-1:

Response 217-2:

Response 217-3:

Response 217-4:

Response 217-5:

Response 217-6:

MicHAEL D. WHITE, PH.D. AND JERRE ANN STALLCUP, M.A., CONSERVATION BIOLOGY INSTITUTE

Comment noted. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR were received, no further response is required.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR. The
commentor is also referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.
Biological resource impacts associated with the project are addressed in
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.
Biological resource impacts associated with the project are addressed in
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.
Biological resource impacts associated with the project are addressed in
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR. The commentor is also
referred to Response to Comment K-39.
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Response 217-7:

Response 217-8:

Response 217-9:

Response 217-10:

Response 217-11:

Response 217-12:

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.
Biological resource impacts associated with the project are addressed in
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR. The
commentor is also referred to Response to Comment K-39.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.
Biological resource impacts associated with the project are addressed in
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.
Biological resource impacts associated with the project are addressed in
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR. The commentor is also
referred to Response to Comment F-12, K-39 and 10-28.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.
Biological resource impacts associated with the project are addressed in
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps
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Response 217-13:

Response 217-14

Response 217-15:

Response 217-16:

Response 217-17:

Response 217-18:

considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.
Impacts to biological resources in the Plan area are addressed in Section 4.9
(Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR. The commentor is referred to Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the
Project).

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.
Biological resource impacts associated with the project are addressed in
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The
environmental effects of the Martis Valey Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.
Biological resource impacts associated with the project are addressed in
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration. The
environmental effects of the Martis Valley Community Plan and the
associated Proposed Land Use Diagram and the alternative land use maps
considered are fully addressed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR.
Biological resource impacts associated with the project are addressed in
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR.

Comment noted. The County considers the biological resources impact
analysis provided in Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR
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Response 217-19:

Response 217-20:

adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community Plan and in
compliance with CEQA.

The commentor suggests that the biological resources analysis in the Draft
EIR is inadequate and does not fully address the project’s direct, indirect
and cumulative impacts. Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR
utilizes several sources of information and studies, biological resource
evaluations for individual properties within the Plan area as well as detailed
vegetative and habitat mapping. This section also notes applicable local,
state and federal policies and regulations associated with biological
resources. Thus, Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR is consistent with the setting
requirements of CEQA Guidelines 15125. The commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description Adequacy) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy
of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR provides an extensive
discussion of existing biological conditions within the Plan area, including
detailed habitat mapping. Reports and surveys used in the analysis were
specifically cited in the references portion of the Section (Draft EIR pages
4.9-90 and -91). Each of these reference materials provided appropriate
information for the description of biological resources in the Plan area as
well as consideration of project impacts. The locations of known
occurrences of special-status plant and animal species as well as deer
migration through the Plan area are specifically noted in the Draft EIR (Draft
EIR pages 4.9-24 through -33).

The Draft EIR provides detailed mapping and resource information for the
Plan area and connection with surrounding areas associated with current
areas of substantial disturbance in the Plan area and wildlife movement
through the Plan area (Figure 4.9-5 of the Draft EIR), habitat and vegetation
conditions (including forested areas, Figures 4.9-1 and 4.9-2 of the Draft EIR)
and waterways/wetland areas (Figure 4.9-4 of the Draft EIR). Disturbance in
the region (i.e., Sierra Nevada Range), due to logging, residential and
commercial development, and fire suppression has occurred for decades.
Additionally, much of the area (e.g., developed areas within the Plan area,
Town of Truckee and Tahoe Basin) is already developed and/or disturbed.
Given the history of disturbance and the level and/or proximity to existing
development, it is not anticipated that the project will significantly change
fire regimes.

Proposed Martis Valley Community Plan policies, implementation programs
and mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR consist of performance
standards that subsequent development within the Plan area would be
required to comply with, consistent with type of project under evaluation
(adoption of a new community plan). The use of performance standard
mitigation is allowed under CEQA Guidelines 15126.4(a) and is supported by
case law (Sacramento Old City Association v. City Council of Sacramento
[3d. Dist. 1991] 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028 [280 Cal.Rptr. 478]).
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Response 217-21:

Response 217-22:

Response 217-23:

Response 217-24:

Response 217-25:

The Draft EIR addresses biological resource impacts associated with special-
status species that are not limited to the Plan area, including wildlife
movement and deer migration (Draft EIR pages 4.9-39 through -89). In
addition, the Draft EIR considers the cumulative effect of the proposed
Martis Valley Community Plan on biological resources in the region (Draft EIR
pages 4.9-88 and -89).

Impacts to common species are considered less-than-significant unless the
proposed project has the potential to affect a common species throughout
a large portion of its known range (i.e., threatens to eliminate the species),
has potential to cause populations of common species to fall below self-
sustaining levels, or the proposed project has the potential to affect the
movement of the common species from one seasonal range to another.
Draft EIR pages 4.9-39 and -40 identifies that the vegetation and habitat
types to be impacted by the project (mixed conifer forest, red fir forest,
Great Basin sage scrub, montane chaparral, and ruderal habitats) are
widespread throughout the Sierra Nevada and currently receive no
protection from federal, state, or local resource agencies. Thus, their
conversion as a result of subsequent development in the Plan area would
not be considered significant. However, the Draft EIR does acknowledge
where conversion of such habitats may impact special-status species and
deer migration (Draft EIR pages 4.9-51 through -87).

The commentor suggests that the Draft EIR did not consider all
environmental effects and extent of habitat loss from the adoption Martis
Valley Community Plan associated with roadway widening, new golf course
development, ski terrain expansion, timber harvesting and other allowed
land uses. Draft EIR page 4.9-39 specifically notes that the vegetation impact
acreage estimates are based on the direct impacts from substantial
development set forth under the land use map options. However, the Draft
EIR also considers that biological resource impacts associated with roadway
widening, new golf course development, ski terrain expansion, timber
harvesting and other allowed land uses (Draft EIR pages 4.9-39 through -89).
The commentor misstates the Draft EIR that the use of forest parcels is not
considered in the impact analysis. The intent of the statement on Draft EIR
page 4.9-39 was to specifically note that the proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan does not specifically propose timber production in the Plan
area, rather it acknowledges and regulates this allowed land use.

The impact analysis associated with Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the
Draft EIR specifically acknowledges increased human presence as an
indirect effect on biological resources in the Plan area, which includes such
aspects of increased human presence as water quality concerns and the
expansion of roadway facilities (Draft EIR pages 4.9-51 through -89).

The impact analysis provided in Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the
Draft EIR specifically acknowledges that some land areas designated as
Open Space or another low intensity land use may be impacted by
recreational development associated with new golf courses and ski terrain
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Response 217-26:

Response 217-27:

Response 217-28:

Response 217-29:

Response 217-30:

Response 217-31:

expansions that are not specifically a component of the Martis Valley
Community Plan (Draft EIR pages 4.9-39 through -89).

The commenter is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) associated with Placer Legacy and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR). Section 4.9
(Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR analyzes the biological resource
impacts associated with the Proposed Land Use Diagram.

The commentor states that the Draft EIR lacks evidence that the identified
mitigation measures and proposed policies would mitigate project impacts
and fails to identify other feasible mitigation measures. However, the
commentor does not provide any specifics in regards to what Draft EIR
mitigation measures are of concern. As identified in several sections of the
Draft EIR, the mitigation measures identified the Draft EIR are based on
consultations with applicable public agencies, recommendations from
technical studies and reports that are referenced in the Draft EIR, evidence
referenced in this document, applicable agency standards and the expert
opinion of qualified professionals associated with the preparation of the
Draft EIR.

Raptors and migratory birds have varying levels of tolerance regarding
human presence. It should be noted that the Plan area is already disturbed
and includes substantial human presence. Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.6
would ensure that no birds or their active nests are disturbed during
construction activities. The project would involve minor reductions to total
available nesting habitat in the region and thus, no significant indirect
impacts to raptors and migratory birds are expected. The commenter refers
to Mitigation Measure 4.9.6 that does not suggest that roosts can be
removed once nesting is completed. The mitigation measure states “Trees
containing nest sites that must be removed shall be removed during the non-
breeding season.” Emphasis added. Draft EIR page 4.9-67. The Mitigation
Measure also requires compliance with the Endangered Species Act and
concurrence by the California Department of Fish and Game and the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure no “take” of habitat occurs.

Comment noted. The Martis Valley Community Plan already includes
several policies that would preserve habitat conditions for the mountain
yellow-legged frog associated with protecting waterways in the Plan area
from development and the inclusion of buffers, in addition to Mitigation
Measure MM 4.9.4. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3
(Water Quality).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and
Response to Comment K-39 and 10-28.

Comment noted. The Proposed Land Use Diagram provides land uses that
generally maintain existing wildlife movement corridors as well as deer
migration routes. Biological resource evaluations cited in Section 4.9
(Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR provide detailed information
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Response 217-32:

Response 217-33:

Response 217-34:

Response 217-35:

Response 217-36:

Response 217-37:

Response 217-38:

Response 217-39:

regarding the movement of deer through the northwestern and western
portion of the Plan area. Mitigation measures MM 4.9.11a and b specifically
ensure that subsequent development projects identify the specific path of
deer migration and provide adequate and appropriate open space
corridors to allow continued use of the corridors.

The Draft EIR specifically addresses potential impacts to deer migration (Draft
EIR pages 4.9-81 through -87). Implementation of proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan policies and mitigation measures MM 4.9.11a and b would
mitigate this impact to less than significant. The commentor provides no
evidence that counters the conclusions in the Draft EIR.

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment K-39 regarding the
Lahontan cutthroat trout. The Draft EIR does address potential impacts to
the California wolverine (Draft EIR pages 4.9-72 through -76). However, the
Draft EIR does acknowledge that the project would contribute to cumulative
impacts on special-status species and habitat conditions in the region (Draft
EIR pages 4.9-88 and -89).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 217-33. The project is
not expected to result in any direct loss in old growth stands adjacent to the
Plan area. The commentor provides no evidence to support to statement
that the project would result in direct off-site old growth stand impacts.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 217-33 and Master
Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

Comment noted. Placer County believes that the biological resources
analysis in the Draft EIR is adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley
Community Plan and in compliance with CEQA. The Revised Draft EIR
analyzed several alternatives that would reduce biological resource impacts
associated with reduced development in the Plan area.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 217-19 through 217-35.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-39
and 14-18.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).
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Letter 218
cER COUM
"VF DATE }‘" 132 Belcrest Drive
RECEIVED Los Gatos, CA 95032
T August 14, 2002
Attn.: Lori Lawrence AUG 19 2007
L

Ernvironmental Review Techni::ian MENT
Placar County Planning Department DEPART

11414 "B" Avenue PLANNENG

Auburn, CA 25603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan (MVYCP) Update

Dear Ms. Lawrence :

This letter concerns the tact that you have not addressed the issues concerming the
American Black Bear {Ursus Americanus), Cony (Ochotona princeps), Yellow-belied
Marmot (Marmota flaviventris), Mountain Coyote (Canis latrans), Lermming Mouse 2181
{Phenacomys intermedius), and Mule Deer (Odocoileus hemionus). What do you
propose to do about these animals? Why were they left out of your report? There are
many more plants, animals, insects, that also need to be addressed.

It appears that this report does not clearly research the amount of land required for
each of these individual species to live and prosper. The ecosphere in which these
animals reside is very fragile and depends upon the plants, and natural resources that
naturally’ cccur within the Martis Valley. Dissecting this valley inte communities of
people will greatly endanger not just one but all of the naturally occurning ecosystems

of the Valley, which in turn helps support the Tahoe National Forest ‘s naturally i
oecurring species and multitude of ecosystems. What amount of land will be
undisturbed in this specific area for animal use only and what do you plan to do with
the displaced wildlife, i.e. fish, birds, mammals, reptiles, amphibians and plant life?
What do you plan to do to replace or substitute this natural habitat for this specific

ecosystem?

The research behind these species is not my responsibility, but yours in promating this
project. Clarification |s needed to propose how these species of interlinked animals
will survive upon developments of houses, roads, golf courses, swimming pools and
the pollution that these human structures bring with them to the environment around
them. A golf course cannot be considered open space, because of the unnatural
occurrence of fencing, seeding, fertilizing, watering maintenance and such that is
neaded to provide its golf ‘usefulness’. An animal, such as a bear or beaver, will not
be welcomed 1o burrow through the greens, or romp on the area as they would be
granted in their natural habitat (such as a land presarve.)

218-3

‘ Not man rnade wataring halas, and dmnpsters i wiich the animals find wasts matenials to nvasﬁgam and
get either dependent upon o become sick or Injured because of the items unnatural occurrence and

contant.
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What is your proposed cap on development? Home many residences make up your
limit? Hawve you considered the amount of other things necessary in supporting a
community of this size? Banks, grocery, service stations, road maintenance (including 2184
parsonal snow plow services), increased police force, tow trucks, and other
necessities to support a community this size. Have you considered the increase on
smaog from chimneys alone, or the water resources or power required for this project
and the continued taxing effect that each one of these ‘necessities’ has on the

environmant.

None of these proposed plans or alternatives have a minimal impact on the
environment , they are all quoted as having a significant impact. What do you suggest | 2185

as a more ecologically minded alternative to your plans?

Thank you for your time, | hope that in future some of these concerns and questions of
ming can be answered In a suitable ecologlcal and timaly manner. Remember we do
not inherit the Earth from our parents but borrow it from our children.

218-6

Sinceraly,

-

ra 51:?2;..4-/3{;_:...____:'
Katherine Moynahan
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LETTER 218: KATHERINE MOYNAHAN, RESIDENT

Response 218-1:

Response 218-2:

Response 218-3:

Response 218-4:

The commentor is referred to Response to Comments F-9, F-11 and 153-1.
The commentor is also referred to pages 4.9-2 through -9 in Section 4.9
(Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR for a list of habitat types and wildlife
species in the Plan area. The commentor will notice that both the
American black bear and the Mule Deer are described under the
“Biological Communities” setting. The species that the commentor has
listed are all considered common wildlife. The cony, also known as a pika
or “rock rabbit”, (Ochontan princeps) is a common species that lives at the
base of cliffs near rock piles. The yellow-belied marmot (Marmota
flaviventris) is a common rodent that lives in meadows and valleys in open
areas that are free of trees and shrubs. The Mountain coyote (Canis latrans)
is a common species that lives in a variety of habitats ranging from open
praries to forests. The Lemming mouse, also known as the heather vole,
(Phenacomys intermedius) is a common rodent that is found throughout the
Sierra Nevada Mountains. It should be noted that the common species
mentioned on pages 4.9-2 through -9 are representative of the common
wildlife species in the Plan area and is not an exhaustive list. The
commentor is referred to pages 4.9-41 through -51 for a discussion of
impacts to bears and other common wildlife.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment F-14.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 218-1. Regarding the
consideration of golf courses as open space, the Placer County General
Plan allows recreational uses in their Open Space Land Designation.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Response 218-5: The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the

Response 218-6:

Alternatives Analysis).

Comment noted. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 219: EVE WERNER, RESIDENT

Response 219-1:

Response 219-2:

Response 219-3:

Response 219-4:

Response 219-5:

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality). The
commentor provides no specifics in questioning the ability of the plan to
protect water quality. Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR addresses water quality
and establishes a number of policies designed to ensure continued water
quality. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.7.1b of the Draft EIR (page 4.7-36)
requires that each project “...clearly identify specific water quality controls
will ensure no net increase in sediment or other pollutant loads in waterways
and that the storm water discharges are in compliance with all current
requirements of the Lahonton Regional Water Quality Control Board.” On
page 4.7-53 of the Draft EIR, the Water Resources Implementation Programs
also require that the County participate in a water quality with the Placer
County Water Agency in preparation and implementation of a
comprehensive surface and groundwater management program to ensure
long-term protection and maintenance of surface and groundwater
resources. These policies establish performance criteria of no net increase,
and work to establish an *“...inventory of water supply and quality
information and demand estimates, using as much available information as
possible, with the objective of creating an easily accessible, comprehensive
and regularly updated database that can be shared by water
management agencies;” Policy 12c Martis Valley Community Plan on page
4.7-53 of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 219-1.

Policies 9.D.1 and 9.D.4 of the Martis Valley Community Plan requires
specific setbacks from all riparian zones, wetlands, old growth woodlands,
and the habitat of rare, threatened or endangered species. Policy 9.D.1
also stipulates that in some instances the minimum setbacks may need to
be substantially larger. Policy 9.D.4 requires public and private projects to
address creeks and riparian corridors, including provisions for long-term
creek corridor maintenance. The wildlife biologist will determine the need
for additional setbacks in consultation with UFWS and CDF. Comment
noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer Counthy Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water Quality).
Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer Counthy
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 219-4.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Letter 220
ER CO
PO Box 806 Q\J“G DATE u;‘p
Kings Beach, CA 96143 RECEIVED
81412002

Lori Lawrence AUG 1 g 007
Environmental Review Technician ' .
ity Hiplas Dhpe: PLANNING DEPARTMENT

11414 "B Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Lori Lawrence,
[ have been following the Marlis Valley plan for the last year and T am appalled at

the direction the country is taking. I think the tountry cannot make a fair decision with
the current EIR because it is lacking the decisive informatinn that these reports should
have to make informed and accurate decisions shout land use. The EAST-WEST's
companied bid to develop the Martis Valley is very scary for residents, and T am one of 22041
them. The valley is a natural treasure, and the current EIR leaves oul the detail from the
development plan that should be in the report. The current EIR leaves it wide open for
interpretation, and thus can allow EAST-WEST to develop as they please because thare
are not enough details about their development plan.  The EIR's PUrpess 1s to
accurately define the development plan, and thus protect a natural resource.  The current
EIR just fails to be accurate and thus should be rewrilten,

On an more emotional front, the Martis Valley is a natural treasure is the Truckse-
Tahoc area. Unforunately, one country is failing to realize this and is trying to
capitalize on the dollar sign.  Why ruin the area. $300 homes and 140+ holes of golf are
1ot going to make the Martis Valley and the Truckee-Tahpe a better place to live. 1don’t
live in Tahoe Vista because I love crowds or golf. T live in this community because [
enjoy the pristine mountains, the clesn air, the crystal clean water, the friendly attitude of
fellow residents. This development only brings second home owners that think little
about the community. These people come for the weekend, take all that they can, and
then leave, and usually they leave waste and trash, and smog with their SUVe. Do we
really want or need this kind of growth? The Truckee-Tahoe area should grow, but at a
controlled level. I grew up ina community in the bay area, Moraga, that always
restricted growth, and the town is muoch better of because of it. Back in the 70's they 120-2
wanted to build a freeway connecting highway 24 wiith highway 680. This freeway
would have gone straight through the town, Thankfully, the community spoke up enough
and combated this development. It would have ruined the quiet town of Moraga. This
6800 home development plan will ruin the Truckee-Tahoe area. Tt will not only bring an
extreme amount of congestion, but it will also scare the landscape, For 27 years ['ve
come up o Tahoe and driven across the Martis Valley, and for the last 5 T have been a
resident. Tt still gives me a rush to deve across Mariis Valley on 267 because it is one of
the few barren stretches in the area where you can just gaze across the landscape and sce
nothing but wild. If we don't protect this area ¥ou'll only be gazing at the bumper in
front of you, the stoplight at the new Raley's mart, and the tacky condo homes seattered
about the valley floor.  Think about Heteh Hetchy. That is one valley that we May never
see again, because they didn't have EIR back in those days. We have them now, so let's

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

effectively use them. 1 plea to you to rewrite the current EIR with all the missi i
_ . i e missing details 220-2
from the Martis Valley development plan. . Cont'd

Sinceraly,
Tohn Puccini
Tahoe Vista
Rezident

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

LETTER 220: JOHN PUCCINI, TAHOE VISTA RESIDENT

Response 220-1:

Response 220-2:

The commentor states that the Martis Valley Community Plan and Draft EIR
are lacking the decisive information for the County to make informed and
accurate decisions about land use. The commentor fails to identify the
inadequacy of the Draft EIR. The commentor is referred to Sections 4.1
through 4.12 that contain an extensive analysis of the environmental
impacts associated with implementing the Martis Valley Community Plan.
No further response is necessary.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 220-1. Comment
noted. This comment with be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Placer County
May 2003

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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Letter 221

RCO
'\vP'GEDATE Ux 7y

RECEIVED

Date:__Heats ¢ 15 Zoo™
i 1 .-| ?Hn';

BinY

£l
Aftn.: Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician PLF.NN*NG DEPARTMENT
Placer County Planning Dept.
11414 "B" Ave.
Aubumn, Ca. 85603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Rapnrt for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH Ne.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawranca:

E 15 'FFI'Mﬁ-r— ats 1s m;s ¥V

bsscne ! Honse T L&rWQWw&WA St Oup Wb
Tl Yoo ey Mucy gq;*/j":fgﬁﬂm

Re Draft Environmental Impact Ruport far th Martis Vall /
Community Plan Update, SCH Mo.: 2001072080 il e
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LETTER 221: GEORGE ROBERTSON, RESIDENT

Response 221-1: The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

Response 221-2:  The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project) and Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-1193
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Sent By: SANDBERG & LO OUCA ; 518 T74 1848: Aua-19-02  4:21PM: P 2f8
r , age 2

Letter 222

SANDBERG & Lo Duca
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

wmfwm
SR b, EANDBERD -
FAR (6] FPe-1848

August 19, 2002

Ms. Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
County of Flacer

Flanning Department

11414 B Avenue

Aubum, CA 95603

Ee: Martis Valley Community Plan abe ("MVCP Update™) Draft

Environmental Impact R % b _
Number:mnn:fmfa} eport ("DEIR") [State Clearinghouse

Dear hs. Lawrence:

Our commients are as follows:
P RI ECT
Page30-8. I'he reference in the first h to Fi
N paragraph to Fi 3.0-5 as the
existing Martis Valley General Plan land usemapgrh{fﬂd rﬂﬁﬂtead t:ﬁ I.'-‘tigure G

305

. 1&:ﬁ3_&]“@!gﬂﬂ;n. Although SP1 does not have an ication on
f%e with County for the Martis Ranch prﬁert_-,r urban land us:prﬁi]m;ﬂ.
of Martis Ranch is included in the Proposed Project. In addition, an even larger
amount of e (approximately 1,000 acres) of SPI's pro has had an
urban land use designation for over 25 beginning with the 1975 Martis 4122
;.-’ajéey Gefgrﬂrtila Plan. SPI has voluntarily agreed to the elimination of any urban
nd use for that portion of its property south of Highway 267. It ma be helpful
to readers to include a brief summary of the Martis Ranc roject in d:u: table for
the 680 acre Martis Ranch project, creating a link to the analysis in the DEIR of

the Proposed Project.
Pages 3.0-19, - Although the DEIE's prosi iption incly
: ges 3019, lel project deseriphion
I::;F of project qued::-"es in the form of the goals ufthjl! MVCP LITJ;'Miaha' ﬂ'!llieri‘j:ct 223
vbjectives can in their cssence be boiled down to three overs di ng ubf::}tﬁ;'cﬁ.: -

Placer County

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-1194
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gent By: SANDBERG & LO DUCA; 1B 774 1848; Aug-12-02  4:21PM; Page 3/5

Ms. Lom Lawrence
August 19, 2002
Page 2

1. Bring the Martis Valley Community Flan, ie, the Plan,
into consistency with the 1994 Placer County General as
required by State Planning and Zoning Law;

2, Adopt a set of policies to guide envisioned development in Martis

Valley; and
222-3
3 Adopta ma.dwarimpmement plan that an accommadate the Cont'd
envisioned opment of Martls Valley,

The Final EIR should acknowledge these ohjectives as they were set forth
in the March 13, 1998 directive from the Placer County Board of Supervisors (set
forth in the a to the DEIR as an attachment to SPI's comment letter on
the Motice o aration), which also stated that

“|tlhe primary focus [of the Update] is not to be major changes inland use
designations, as it has been recognized for some time by the County that
such changes are not appropriate, and that the previous land use p.

with minor changes, is still current for this area,..”

-3. Under the “Land Ownership” section, Sietra Pacific owns 2224
7,972 acres, or 32 percent of the Placer County portion of Martis Valley.

Page4.]-7. In the first paragraph of the Martis Valley General Flan
section, it might be helpful to readers to reference the constraints exhibit in the
Martis Valley General

Page4.1-33. The second to last line of Policy 1.F.6 should refer to o
“residential-planned development”, not “residential development reserve”,

222-5

- The last sentence on the page should be deleted, as the |
General Plan already set forth a holding capacity of 80% of the maximum 1994 227
buildout capacity. (General Flan EIR, pages 1-32 through 1-43) |

. At the end of the Holding Capacity section, the 680 acre
Mmmmahmﬂdberefﬂmced,mithuhadmbmhnim 2328
designations since 1575 and is contained in the land use plans both of the 1975
Martis Valley General Plan and in the Proposed Project for the MVCP Update.

Page 42-25. With roughly 2,000 fewer residential units and 1,100 more
jobs than the Proposed Project, it is difficult to see how Alternative 2 would even 2229
remotel \{a]bf able to address housing needs for existing or future employees in
Martis ey, particul as compared to either the Proposed Project or th
existi Mart':sEr.faIle g‘t&r&l Flan, Vg

JCIRCULATION
Page 4.437. The section on standards of signi erronecusly 22210
includes references to Section 4.1.2. The correct reference is to Section 4.4,2,

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2003
3.0-1195
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Sent By: SANDBERG & LD DUCA; 816 774 1646; Aug-19-02  4:20PM; Page 4/5

5. Lori Lawrence
August 19, 2002
Page 3

_ Page44-36, -37 (Table 4.4-14). The text should note that the Propos
Prqecthmleqsth:n'?&mntmmdaﬂyhi sHunAlﬁmliw:?,ZSpemﬂuEd
fewer daily trips than the existing Martis V ey General Plan, and 12 percent
fewer daily trips than Alternative 1. In addition, the Proposed Project’s p.m. 22211
mhmm ﬁfzps are le:as than 10 gmaaii-r mﬁ:mﬁw 2, with Alternative 1

5 over 12 percent more pam. tri Proposed Project, which
:]huhaﬁﬁpermntfewerphm.peaﬁtﬁpsgnmemdsﬁnghdmﬁs aﬂeyﬂm&uﬂl
Al

Page 4.4-62 (Table 44-30). Compared to the Proposed Project, i
2 would have (1) more average daily trips along the Nwthstar%meﬁ?ﬁﬂﬂ?ﬂ |
just the Northstar Connertion being bui t:arg’gj marve average daily trips than '
the Proposed Project along the Northstar Connector, and basically the same trips
of trips along the Palisades Connector, as the osed Project, with both the
Northstar Connection and Palisades Connection bt Ther o et e
conclusion of “less severe traffic impacts to local residential streets for
Alternative 2 compared to the Proposed Froject” should be corrected, as
Alternative 2 has greater traffic mm than the Proposed Project for 2 of the 3
roadway cannection alternatives s in Table 4.4-30.

Page 44-39 :h;g;lﬁlq 4473 In the FEIR's discussion of roadway i

the document should indude a discussion of a mdwaya:e;rnrg:t ;ﬂ;ﬁ;{pﬁ |
Martis Ranch and the Waddell Ranch property, which connection would
eliminate the need to widen SR 267 from 2 to 4 from Northstar's entrance south

along State Route 257. With this improvement, any concern over the widenin .
State Route 267 south of the Northstar entrance, the elimination of which onl 5
exists with the inclusion of the Martis Ranch and Waddell Ranch projects, uy
found in the Proposed Flan, but not in Alternatives AB and AC, and not in the
Clustered Alternative or Reduced Intensity Alternative, would be completely

addreased.

7 (Ta . Alternative 2 will have greater constructi
- - =g ] hm‘
muambe&mm@a&ermhgahm&m!heﬁopmeﬂﬁ@ectfmkﬂz,NOx 22214
and PM10. Alternative 1 also has far greater construction emissions than the

Proposed Project.
B 53],  Both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 will
penerate Eﬁé levels of carbon monoxide than the Proposed Prctj::t. e
Fa -14 . Alternatives 1 and 2 will ha
air quality impacts for ROG, NOx and PMI0, for hoth direct amd inceds o R
impacts, H'nmwﬂm Proposed Project.

Pages4.11-9, -10.  The last sentence under both the discussi
fltermhveﬁ 1 and 2 should be revised to delete any reference :;‘l:Ld—m for 22217
Sl;;]s_ed.n"tnunﬂn uses on SPT's property, as a ski resart is no longer proposed by

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
3.0-1196
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Sent By: SANDBERG & LO DUCA; 818 774 168486; Aug-19-02  4:22PM; Pags 515

Ms. Lori Lawrence
August 19, 2002
Page 4

General Comment.  In Section 6.0 of the Draft EIR, only one of the three
alternatives selected, the No Project Altemative, exactly matches an alternative
studied at length in the rest of the Draft EIR, Alternative Land Use Map AA. The
other two alternatives discussed in Section 6 do not precisely correspond to
Alternative Land Use Maps AB and AC, though they do approximate the
dweluga:nl:lwds in the Land Use Map alternatives. Mareover, as noted 22218
above, the Board of Supervisors directed that aigni e to ay ed
land uses from the existing Martis Valley Gmmalglu}fllgnwwm bewmd:md.
That rationale should be stated in the text of the Final ETR (As an aside, we
would note that Alternative Land Use Maps AB and AC do deviate from the
1975 Harlia.v.u!]:fy General Flan that the Board reiterated its support for, through
the elimination of land uses for Sierra Pacific’s property.)

i As noted above, the Clustered Land Use
Alternative and Reduced Intensity Alternative do not precisely match
Alternative Land Use Maps AB and AC. Nevertheless, the Clustered Land Use
Alternative and the Reduced Intensity Alternative have numbers close to 22218
Alternative Land Use Maps 1 {ﬁm (AC), and Alternatives 1 and 2 have
more severe air quality impacts Proposed Project, with a number of
differences between Alternative 2 and the Ptpposemqett only very slight, i.e,
more impacts should be deemed as equal between the Proposed Project and
Alternative 2 than shown in Table 6.0-1.

Thank you again for the oppertunity to comment on the DEIR.

Very truly yours,

SANDBERG & %
5 L

MarcusJ. Lo Buca

MLD/tb
cc:  Gary Blane
Gerry N. Kamilos
Rick W. Jarvis, Esq.
Amrit Kulkarni, Esq.
Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2003
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LETTER 222: MARcus J. LoDucA, SANDBERG & LODUCA, ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Response 222-1:

Response 222-2:

Response 222-3:

Response 222-4:

Response 222-5:

Response 222-6:

Response 222-7:

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.
= Page 3.0-8, the following text change is made to the first paragraph:

“In 1993, the Town of Truckee incorporated and established Town
boundaries that make up a majority of the Nevada County portion of
Martis Valley. Since incorporation, the Town has adopted the Town of
Truckee General Plan (1995) and the Downtown Truckee Specific Plan
(1997), which direct urban-type land uses in the Town of Truckee portion
of Martis Valley. In addition to land use planning activities by the Town,
both Placer and Nevada Counties have adopted updated county-wide
general plans in 1994 and 1995, which updated land use designations
and policies associated with the unincorporated portions of the counties.
Figure 3.0-3 illustrates current land use designations under the Nevada
County General Plan for Martis Valley, while Figure 3.0-65 shows current
Placer County General Plan land use designations for the Placer County
portion of Martis Valley. This Martis Valley Community Plan and EIR
consider only those lands within Placer County, exclusive of Nevada
County and the Town of Truckee.”

Comment noted. Since the property currently does not have an active
application, no changes to Table 3.0-1 are recommended.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5
(Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

The following edit is made to the sixth paragraph, Page 4.1-3 under Land
Ownership,

“Sierra Pacific is the largest single landowner within the Placer County
portion of Martis Valley, with approximately 7,972 #343 acres (29 32
percent).”

Comment noted. Plate 3 from the 1975 Martis Valley General Plan is
specifically noted on Draft EIR page 4.1-8.

The commentor’s statements regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan
Policy 1.F.6 are noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors as part of project consideration.
Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.
Page 4.2-2, the following text change is made to the last paragraph:
“The 1994 Placer County General Plan identifies the holding capacity of

Martis Valley Community Plan area at 25,262 persons, projecting 9,391
D.U. at buildout (Placer County does not differentiate between

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003

3.0-1198



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Response 222-8:

Response 222-9:

Response 222-10:

permanent and secondary residences within Martis Valley). The existing
population, 1,000 persons, is calculated from the 1990 Census for
unincorporated area within Placer County and the 1994 Department of
Finance’s estimates. } i Fey
QN Ne a¥a a ha

a mum 004
a g

Comment noted. The following text change is made to the Draft EIR.
Page 4.2-3, the following bullet is added:

“680 acres owned by Sierra Pacific that has been identified to
provide approximately 1,360 D.U. as well as commercial uses.”

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Table 6.0-1 in the Revised
Draft EIR regarding comparison of Alternative 2 to the Proposed Land Use
Diagram.

Comment noted. The following text change is made to the Draft EIR.

Page 4.4-27, the following text changes are made:

1) “Project implementation would increase traffic and degrade the LOS of roadways or
intersections from acceptable to unacceptable conditions or exacerbate conditions
that are already at an unsatisfactory level. These standards are presented in Section
4.41.2, above;

2) Project traffic would exacerbate conditions at a facility operating at lower than
minimum standards without the project (as defined in the various policies presented in
Section 4.41.2, above);”

Response 222-11:

Response 222-12:

Response 222-13:

Response 222-14:
Response 222-15:

Response 222-16:

Comment noted. Table 4.4-14 is intended to compare the Proposed Land
Use Diagram, Alternative 1 Land Use Map and Alternative 2 Land Use Map to
the Existing Martis Valley General Plan Land Use Map. No changes are
recommended to Table 4.4-14.

Comment noted. This discussion is intended to address whether average
daily traffic volume would be significant if Schaffer Mill Road was connected
to Northstar and roadway connections were made to the Palisades area.
This analysis is not intended to be used as a comparison of traffic benefits
and detriments for each land use map.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 158-32.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 158-32.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 158-32.

Placer County
May 2003

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Response 222-17: Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.
Page 4.11-9 and -10, the following text changes are made:

“AB  Alternative 1 Land Use Map

Implementation of Alternative 1 Land Use Map would result in up to
10,311 residential units, as well as office, commercial and recreational
uses and facilities. Like the Proposed Land Use Diagram, this alternative
would increase the demand for fire protection and emergency services
in the Plan area. This alternative would have more of an impact on fire
protection services than the Proposed Land Use Diagram because of the
increased number of residential units, commercial and recreational uses.
The Alternative 1 Land Use Map proposes residential development along
State Route 267 in an area that is located outside of the TFPD and CSD
service areas. This area includes sections 21 and 28 of Township 17 North,
Range 17 East (Waddle Ranch). Currently this area is served by CDF, as
the land is undeveloped forest. Because development associated with
Alternative AB would be located outside of TFPD and CSD’s service
areas, additional fire and emergency medical services would be
necessary. However, compared with the Proposed Land Use Diagram,
this alternative would not result in as much developed land outside of
the TFPD and CSD service areas, as this alternative does not propose
residential and ski-based/tourismmfcommercial uses in the Sierra Pacific

property.

AC Alternative 2 Land Use Map

Implementation of Alternative 2 Land Use Map would result in up to 7,956
residential units, as well as office, commercial and recreational uses and
facilities. This alternative would increase the demand for fire protection
and emergency services in the Plan area. Like Alternative AB, this
alternative proposes residential development along State Route 267 in
an area that is located outside of the TFPD and CSD service areas. This
area includes sections 21 and 28 of Township 17 North, Range 17 East
(Waddle Ranch). Currently this area is served by CDF, as the land is
undeveloped forest. Because the proposed development would be
located outside of a service area, this would require additional fire and
emergency medical services. Like the Alternative 1 Land Use Map, this
alternative would not result in a residential and commercial {ski-
based/tourism) land use along the east side of SR 267 in the Sierra Pacific
Property. Therefore, this alternative would have less development
located outside of existing service areas than the Proposed Land Use

Diagram. “
Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Response 222-18: Comment noted. A Revised Draft EIR with an expanded alternatives analysis
has been publically released since the Draft EIR. The commentor is referred
to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

Response 222-19: Comment noted. A Revised Draft EIR with an expanded alternatives analysis
has been publically released since the Draft EIR. The commentor is referred
to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-1201
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Letter 223
GER Co .
M DATE vy,
Date: July 12, 2002 RECEIVED
Atin.: Lori Lawrence dba 7 0 207
Environmental Review Techniclan L&
Placer County Planning Dept. PLANNING DEPARTMENT

11414 "B” Ave.
Auburn, Ca. 85603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Raport for the Proposed Martis Valloy
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Thank you for the opportunity to
comment on the above-referenced Plan Update
and Draft Environmental Impact Report.

I am particularly concerned about leng-term
water supply because water in the west is
relatively scarce. Let’s be certain that
water in the Martis Valley is not wasted on o
amenities such as private golf courses
unless there is sufficient water for all
other uses first.

The DEIR fails to prowve that there is
sufficient water supply because it failed to
consider all planned land uses such as
landscaping and snow-making which would
generate demand for water. Please provide
detailed information about the water demands
of these and other potential uses.

Although the Proposed Plan assumes an
“adjusted holding capacity of only 9,220
units, the Community Plan would allow nearly
twice that number of units. Without
implementing a limit on the number of units,
it is wishful thinking to assume that the
number of units would be constructed at well
below the maximum densities permitted.

223-2

Re Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley pg. .~
Communlty Plan Update, SCH No.: 20041072050

Placer County

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003
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Because of this flaw in assumptions, the
DEIR underestimates the amount of water
required for housing development by as much
as 50%. Moreover, it assumes that only 20 % w35
of the homes will be permanently occupied. Cont'd
However, that ignores the fact that many of
the homes will have fractional ownership or
be part of a rental program. Once again,
this results in an underestimation of water
demand.

Recent newspaper accounts of the effect
of global warming (now widely believed by
both the federal government and scientists
to be real) on the western states indicate
that snow pack in the Sierras will be
greatly reduced in as few as 30 years. 2233
Since most of the water for this region is a
result of snowfall, water should be
conserved, not wasted on private golf
courses which will serve only a small
percentage of the local population. I urge
the county to take a long-term view toward
land and water use rather than one based an
short-term economic windfalls for
developers.

Some current development in the Martis
Valley, such as Northstar, depends on spring
water. HNo analysis has been done on the
effect of using this water on wetlands in
the area. It is not adequate to assume that
there is not much interaction between
springs, seeps and other types of surface
water with the deeper ground water which
will supply water to much of the proposed
development. Please do the type of analysis

Ra: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Vallay Pg. 2
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2003
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required to prove the lack of interaction
between surface and ground water which Vou
assume in the Draft Environmental Impact ﬁih
Report. Also evaluate the use of spring
water by development, both proposed and
current, on regional wetlands.

New infrastructure will have to be
developed to provide proposed development
with water. Yet no analysis has been done
to evaluate the effects of water storage 2235
units, pipes, and wells on the surrounding
development. Please do the necessary
studies.

It is imperative that the County
demonstrate the availability of adequate
water prior to allowing such intensive,
water—demanding development in the Martis
Valley in order to evaluate the impacts of 2236
new development on the water supply. It is
not sufficient to defer the demonstration of
long-term, reliable and adequate supplies of
potable water to proponents of new
development (Policy 6.C.1)

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley pﬂ-—3
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Sincerely yours,
? -

(Print Name) PAmauss PAUS
{Print Address) PO A A 54'2? 2

ﬁ/aﬁ: [5621(24{ C;EL
P6,43

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Vall :
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072089 pine .

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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LETTER 223: PAMALLA DAVIS, RESIDENT

Response 223-1:
Response 223-2:
Response 223-3:
Response 223-4:
Response 223-5:
Response 223-6:

Response 223-7:

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-1.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-2.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-3.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-4.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-5.
The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-6.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 195-7.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-1206
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ALUG-2B=2082 11 2T PH et F.O8x
August 20, 2002
To: Fred Yeager, Planning Department
Fax: §89.7459
From: Diana Yale

Re: Martis Valley Commenis

Lisw concernea are we with the Jong ey Mitvwn ol M lin Valley? The foeve scoms to
be on s lifetime only, how about futurs penerations? Let's not be chorrslghred m‘ﬂ
selfish. ‘We should concern ourselves with more than just the “near future” of Martis
Valley. It will bo hars ell too eoon. '

Poyodis this. Minaly throo yoara apo myr grandmnther wag hnrn in 8 nristineg vallev full of
wiajestic soko, fuit troos, and redwonde pracing ite fanthills  Therr and quail freely
roamed, Arsmall owan was s i 3 ceokayund -aotlying cesiconlo voer Iim-HamT..
vigit her in this once beautiful valley with her g'real.-gmndslﬁidm?, and ws'rcu:ap?ad in
traffic and at stoplights, can't drink the water, and can't swim in its creake. This in now —_—_—"
known as Silicon Valley.

While Martis Valley will agver be like Silicon Valley, let's still be smart about growth
for fisture generations. Once we start, will it end? Can it end?

Picturs it. The year 2090. Longevity and pood health have blessed our children. They
have decided 1o stay in the place they were born apd love. Will their grandchildren be
able 1o drink the water, hike the meadows of wildflawers, enfoy its sceme vistas, spol
mule deer and osprey, and fish and swim in its lakes and rivers?

Will our children be longing for a place that once was, angry at us for loving it to death?
O will they be fhank ful (it we were smart, unsclfish, and kind to the place where we
live. The future lives now.

Signed.
Diana Yale
P.0), Box 1364

Truckee, CA 96160
587-9259

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-1207
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LETTER 224: DIANA YALE, RESIDENT

Response 224-1: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
Additionally, the commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy
of the Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
3.0-1208
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AUC=33-82 10:ild4 AN ALLEEASOHSCARPETCLEANTHG SE5assS0ii3a

Letter 225

5. Lor Lawrence

Aunbum, CA 95603

upust 20, 2002

5. Lawrence;

ank you for the time and consideration of our letiers. Tam a homeowner at 10829 Martis
ve in Truckee, CA, | enjoy our neighbeorhood bul am concemed about the missive
velopment and the effect it will have on our communities extending from Mevada 1o Placer

ty

cencem is for the environment and for the full tme rasidents of Truckee, CA,

e environment in Truckee has been declining at a rapid pace over the last 20 years. | don't
fieve that we had sedimenl concems with the Truckee River 20 yeurs age, now | sce reports of
reased sediment and physically see lots of garbage in the water and around it's banks  Tuat the
nstruction of the Highway 267 over pass has left a huge mark on the land, the construction
brkers have left garbage and continually spill oil and gas right next to the river. With the

dition of large planned developments, T don’t see this problem increasing dramatically.

Fil time residents of Truckee will feel the brund! of the development as we watch (he town
w and watch the quality of life deteriorate.  Just in our small community, over the last 25
ars we have seen planned developments and town projecis surreund our community and
eriorate the quality of life. To the south, a “temporary” lown comoration yard was built with
L town maintendnce and service vehicles driving down our street. To the west, low income
jpartments with the possible approval of additional medien income housing, To the northwest,
income trac-homes. To the east, a massive 4 lane overpuss within 500 B of our neighbors
Mck yards. When you consider full time residents, animals gencrations have been here longer
humans. They are hil the most by the development, our back yard used (o be 2 main path
deer and coyotes to get to the river but now there is no direct route from the hills to the river
I} our communily, -

pport planned growith, but the amoun of growth currently proposed will deteriorate the land
quality of life, Where will the animals go? Where will the long term residents go? Most
Iy aul of Truckde,

ank you for your consideration.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Placer Coun
v Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2003
3.0-1209
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LETTER 225 CHRIS BOUMAN, RESIDENT

Response 225-1: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
Additionally, the commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.3 (Water
Quality) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact

Analysis in the Draft EIR).

Placer County

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003

Final Environmental Impact Report
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AULC-Z8-0Z 1@:12 AM ALLSEASOHSCARFETCLEAMNING STRSS@11Z8 [ - T

Letier 226

[Leif & Audi Brun
10849 Martis Driwve
Truckes, CA 95161
(530) 582 0230

e Lori Lavrence,

nvironmentdl Review Technician
lacer Counby Planning Department
1414 B Ave.

uburn, CA 95803 B/19/02

ear Ms Lawronce;

e have J.ival'd in the beautiful Martis Valley as full time residents i
er more than 20 years and are in Favor of consarvatively planned algv
rowth, howsver, we now see many alarming development proposals HhiCh':?
fe fear will slide thru our Placer County, Newada County and Town of 4
fruckee planning processes with rubber stamp ease.

Fhe people whoe live and work in the Martig Valley community are not
Pleased with the kactlcs of the Planners who appear all too esager Lo
pprove the construction of thousands of new homes, vast commarcial
Xpansion and as many as & new golf courses, converting highway 287
nto a virtual freeway. Thease very detrimental developments will severel
mpact our rural living environment and totally overwhelm the capaciky §
#f ocur infrabtructures - all for the benefit of a Few developers and 5 |
gareer civil servants!

ithout doubi, the developers proposing these 6500+ new homes, 75a,qquu”'
9f of commercial expansion and 6 new golf courses have recognized that
he existing Martis Valley Community Plan is outdated, weak and very 3
gxploltable!

22641

ur planners in Nevada Caunty, Placer County and Town of Truckee hava §d
fepeatadly demonstrated that thelr primary mission is to APPROVE, APPROYE
FPROVE wirtpally all development proposals witkh absolute minimal respElt]
or the protests and concerns of the tax paving residents of the Martig 3l
cmmunity! At present it sccms obvious that the Town of Teuckee plannef®”|
Hre eager to guiekly rush inte approval proposals which nii  somehow flﬁzﬁ

d#r the antigquated 1988 Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP)before the 7j
gew and more restrictive CLUP becomes law. The new CLUP is expected ¥
Mithin months, meanwhile the rush is on!

¢ residents of Martis Valley Estates have noted the continual and |
latant violations of California Environmental Law by the Town of TruckEd!
going cperdtion of its' “"cemporary® mainktenance yard, located adjacghl:
homes on Bosa Court. This Ffacility was granted a permit tae sparate of
"temporary" basis B years ago and nov the planners are saeking qpprbﬁ
make this travesty more permanent! The residents arc unanimous In
elr desire to see the maintenance yard with its' illegal fuel tank
emoved from their neighborhood and greatly faver the recent proposal
ut forth by the Truckee Tahoe Adrpart Manager, to facilitaka the raia_;w
ocation. We are told by Mr. Tony Lashbrook, Flanner for Town of Truckely |
at moving the "Lemporary” yard is his #1 prliocity, yet we also hca;;;}fi
eports from his colleagues that the move is at least 5 years away. ThHe &

esidents are FED UP!

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2003
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TTRULG-Ib-a2 19:13% AM  ALLSEASUMSCARPETCLEAHIHG SZassSallzae E.ax

! . L

The Ponderosa Pines project bein :
: J congidered by the Town of Truck +tg
on its! Eac? unworthy of approval for the following reasons; ot

#1. The applicant has submivted flawed alrcraft noise profile data
- ® L] L L - -4 =

YRAFD G5 dn dfenas Aoagrin o g
e dpplicant lgnores the inescapable fact that in the ruture there
ask carta;nly #ill be many more aircraft traversing our neighborhaod"
nd that his prepesed project would place more hemes im 2 potentially
angerous location, as well asg increase the number of potential com-

lalners abdut aircraft noise.

2. The applicant has requasted zoning variatienz which ar i
j e completel
ncompatible with the standards found elsewhere in Truekes. ? '{

3. The applicant has proposed to impose eeconomic teskrictions on tha''
utu:elouhers of the proposed hemes which secm more appropriate in a -
oelalistic soclety, le. the homeowners would be prevenkted from sqliiﬁg
helc property at a profit! Is this an effort to kerp poor people poor
s this America? Is the developer living with such restrictions on his
private property?

228-2

}4. The very obvious disruption and destruction of the natural wetlandg
orest and wild life habitat. There ie preclous liktle left in aur =
fommunity and it is vital to preserve ik!

¥5. The Martis Valley Estates neighborheod is comprised of moderate
Jud high end homes adjacent to the Ponderosa Golf Course and has alreddy
bsorbed 2 lpw income housing projects in the near vielnity. When is
gnough enough?

#6. The residents of Martis Valley Egraktes are tnanimously opposed
o the Fondefosa Plnes project!

e Focus of my pratest iz this:

226-3

EVE AND PRQTECT OUR COMMUNITY. IT SHOULD BE REWRITTEN AND IN THE i
ANWHILE, DEVELOPERS MUST HE RESTRAINED!

@ Tawn of Truckee must stop its' illegal operation of the "temporary®
intenance iard and stop contemplating the spending of taxpayers mongy
£ absurd fges to relocation consultants and move Forward bs accept
e vary sensible praposal recently put forth by the Truckee Tahoe
irportManager, Mr. David V. Cotschall.

ncerely.‘if?'
? copieg to:

if Briun 3
i SIERRA WATCH TEFFREY E. DAVIS

4 . MNT AREA PRESERVATION STACY RUSSEL
: PLACER CTY BRRD of SUP PAMELA A. SCHWARZ
NV CTY BRD of SUPERV GLEN MILLER

E MARTIS V%LLEY COMMUNITY PLAN IS COMPLETELY OBSOLETE AND FAILS TO

2264

: TOWN of TRK COUNCTL  MARGARET OLIVTER

! D. V. GOTSCHALL DEBRA & RICHARD EUQUA
D. A. DICKINSON DARREN LIPSMEYER
TONY LASHDROOK BILL HANSON

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
¢ ” 8 May 2003

Final Environmental Impact Report
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LETTER 226 LEIF AND AUDI BRUN, RESIDENTS

Response 226-1: Comment noted. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is necessary.

Response 226-2: Comment noted. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is necessary.

Response 226-3: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Response 226-4: Comment noted. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is necessary.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-1213
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[ Lori Lawrence - Martis Valley DEIR

Letter 227

From: Tom Sparks <tormesparks@yahoo.coms=

To: <beombaiDplacer.ca.gov>, <planning@placer.ca.gov>
Date: 102 4.56PM

Subject: Martis Valley DEIR

Mr Combs,

| am wriling fo yeu in response to the MARTIS

VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE. The Placer County
Planning Department |s being irresponsible In ks

fiduciary duty io the citizens of said county by 277.4
net proposing kand use plans which prowide for no
or minimal developmeant. The plans cutlined in
the DEIR amount to what can only be considerad
the creation of an entire oty in what is now a
beautiiul natural environment,

The Proposed Plan (PP) Is based on almost
thirty-year old land use designations. The DEIR
does not affer any analysis to support the prior
land designations. The aliematives explicithy
analyzed all cal for similar development of the
hartis Valbzy. That is, the footprinis of
development for the major alternatives anahyzed 227-2
ars similar and the numbers of dwedling units
proposed range from 7,956 to 10,311 for the three
new” gltamatives” (4_2-15) analyzed. This range

of alternatives does not constilule a" reasonatle
range” as required under CEQA. There is no
aralysis of an alternative that calls for minimal
developmant, There is no designation of an
alternative as the environmentally superior one

as required by CEQA. The PP does not provide any
arguments in support of the development of
numerols golf courses in the plan area. No
discussion or evaluation of the Esues and

benefits associated with NOT permitting golf
courses In the areas designated as "Open Space”.
Collectively, the alternatives and related

analyses presentad in this DEIR farm an
inadeguate basls for decision-making. A major
purpose af Environmental Analysis is creating
information that permils decision makers and the
public o distinguish amang the likety

environmental and other effects of the various
altermnatives studied. This DEIR appears to have
biean prepared with a view of supporting a level

of development (e, the PP) thatl ks closely

refated o thed 974 land use designations without
regard for a legitimate analysis of development
altarnatives for the project area. Al maeting

after public mesting County Planning staff dealt 227-8
with concems raised by mambers of the pubiic by
saying “that will be taken care of in the EIR".

In light of extremely limited range of

altarnatives snalyzed, the assurances given by
staff thal concems expressed would be addressed
and analyzed have nal been met In the currant

227-3

1274

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County

Final Environmental Impact Report
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X

Lori Lewrence - Martis Valley DEIR

——r

LPage2

DEIR. To meet its responsibility to the larges
community and 1o provide the elected officials
with & sound basis for thelr decisions, County
staff should re circulate a DEIR that includes an
alternative with zers additlonal development and
one with minimal additonal development.

Thomas Sparks
1430 Arch Streat
Barkeley, GA
84708

2275
Cont'd

2276

Do ou Yahoo!?
Hotlabs - Search Thousands of New Jobs
hitpeifwww, hotjobs .com

Placer County

May 2003
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LETTER 227 TOM SPARKS, RESIDENT

Response 227-1:

Response 227-2:

Response 227-3:

Response 227-4:
Response 227-5:

Response 227-6:

Comments noted. The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2
(Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.5
(Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 227-1.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis) and Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft EIR.
As stated on on Page 6.0-17 of the Draft EIR, the environmentally superior
alternative is the Reduced Intensity alternative. It should be noted that the
Martis Valley Community Plan does not propose any golf courses. The Draft
EIR evaluates the golf course potential in the Plan area, which assumes up
to five golf courses. The potential for five golf courses was evaluated
throughout the Draft EIR and included in the water supply assessment.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 227-1
The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 227-1 and 227-3.
The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised Draft EIR and

recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR adequate for
consideration of the project and consistent with the requirements of CEQA.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Letter 228

CER GO
Q\-P‘ pate Wy

RECEIVED

Date: K&W;ﬂ? 2002

Attn.; Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Dept.
11414 "B" Ave.

Aubum, Ca. 85603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley

Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
Dear Ms. Lawrance:

aljs 4 v P
Ak

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

2281

Re: Draft Environmental lmpact Report for the Proposed Martiz Valloy

Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2004072050

Placer County

May 2003

3.0-1217
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LETTER 228 DOROTHY AND DAN YODER, RESIDENTS

Response 228-1: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
3.0-1218
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Letter 223

ABBOTT & KINDERMANN, LLP

ATTORMEYS AT LAW

CER Co
M Date Wiy,
RECEIVED
August 20, 2002
AUG 2 1 2amp

Ly
Lori Lawrence PLA‘NNIMG DEPRHWENT
Environmental Review Technician
Placer Couney Planning Department
11414 B Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Martis Valley Commauncry Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dwear Ms. Lawrence:

Thank you for the opportunicy to provide comments on the Martis Valley Community
Plan ("MVCP") Update Draft Environmental Impact Report ("EIR"). These comments are being
filed om behalf of Ms. Gaylia Newcomb, who owns a forty (40) acre parcel, APN 80-270.011,
south of SR 267 and Schaffer Mill Road. We have the following comments regarding the

proposed project.

Upon reviewing the Diraft EIR we note thar under each of the land use map alternatives,
the Proposed Land Use {PP), Alternacive 1 (AB) and Alternative 2 {AC), Mz Newcomb's
property is desipnated as "Forest Residential.” According to page 25 of the MVCP document the
Forest Residential (FR) designation “is applied o areas of moderaee to heavy tree cover where
very low density, large parcel size averages are determined to be an appropriate land use." As 2281
itudicaeed it the land use maps and the MVCP document parcels may range in size from 2.5 to 10
acres in Forest Residential areas. All development i such areas shall have a minimal impact on
the forest environment due to the very low density of developmene allowed. Ms. Mewcomb's
property is not heavily ferested but does have clusters of trees surrounded by open meadow. The
standing timber has limited, if any, commercial or resource value.

According ro page 13 of the MVCP, any development within the open meadow and
sapebrush flats of the Marris Valley visible from SR 167, must be considered very carefully.
According to the draft plan " [t]hiz arca cannot support any new residential or commercial
development. Development of any new residential or commercial strucrures in those open
meadows and sage brush arcas visible from SR 267 will result in significant damage o the scenic

vigtas this Plan seeks vo protect.” (p. 13)

Placer County

May 2003

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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Loni Lawrence
Environmental Beview Technician
Placer County Planning Department
Auvguse 20, 2002
Page 2

Because Ms, Newcomb's property contains both forested and open space areas, the
MVCP policies create an internal rension within the planning document. On the one hand
development in forested arecas shall have a minimal impact on the forest environment and on the
ather the development of open space areas visible from SR 267 “will result in sipnificant damage
to scenic vistas.” The net effect is thar a strict application of the plan policies would result in che
possibilicy of no development entitlemenes being granted for Ms. Newcomb's property. This
result would he at odds with the face chae the draft plan and all of the aliermatives in the EIR
pravide a development potential of one unit per 2.5 to 10-acre parcels. In order to harmonize the
plam text with the plan maps and EIR aleemnarives, we request thar for property possessing both
open space and timbered areas, the MVCP should expressly encourage cluster development near
the timbered areas of the property to reduce visual impaces. This will allow development wich in
Forest Residential areas while minimizing impacts to open spaces along SR 267, Given thar che
timber resources are 50 limired on my client's propercy, such an amendment would not harm or
conflict with the underlying strategy of protecting the legitimate dmber resources,

Sincerely,

Loy Gl

William W. Abbott

W A/msp
oc: Ms. Gaylia MNewcomb

0208005 1owpd

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
May 2003
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LETTER 229 WiLLIAM W. ABBOTT, ABBOTT & KINDERMANN, LLP

Response 229-1: Comments noted. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is necessary.

Response 229-2: Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment F-17.
Additionally, the commentor is referred to Section 4.12 (Visual Resources) of
the Draft EIR.

Response 229-3: Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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Letter 230
-L,ﬁ.w OFFIGCE OF
Lara Pearson, vro. €R COy
FOCUENG EXCLURIVELY DN INTRLLECTLAL PR:‘N’-’HT\' LA QVFG DATE m?‘*
' R ; : RECEIWED
August 17, 2002
aUG 2 1 2007
(L~
Ms. Lori Lawrence DEPARTMENT
Environmental Review Technician PLENNING
Placer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley Community Plan

Update, SCH Ne.: 2001072050

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above-stated Draft Environmental
Impact Report (“DEIR"™) and Flan Update (“Plan™). OF particular importance to me is the impact
of the Plan on the region’s biological resources, as [ live in nearby Incline Village and greatly
enjoy recreating in the Martis Valley area.

It is surprising to me that the Plan seemed to treat the Martis Valley as a single biological
entity, rather than an integral part of a larger ecosystem, one that includes a thriving body of
water -- the Truckee River. The Plan’s regional setting description ignores the impact on the
Truckee River, and treats the Martis Valley as if the Valley consists solely of a Sierra Nevada
mountain range. How can you properly address the impact that the Plan will have, when the
Plan treats Martis Valley in a vacuum, without addressing the impact of the Plan on the larger
ecosystem in which the Martis Valley exists (and more importantly, to which il contributes)?

The Plan also fails to account for numerous wildlife habitats, For example, there is no
discussion in the Plan about Martis Valley's function as a comridor between surrounding areas for 230-1
animals such as mule deer. Further, surely there exists a more relisble, pro-active, and seemingly
humane method of determining the nature of migration cormdors than using data from “road
kill.” The Plan fails to address wildlife issues in a significant way, The manner in which the
Plan treats animal and plant specics scems contrary to the spirit and intent of Placer County in
adopting its Habitat Conservation Plan, which will project the diverse plant and animal species in
the area.

As you are well aware, the Plan seeks to guide development in the area for the coming
twenty years. As such, and in light of the fact that N0 studies have been done for the Martis
Valley, it is especially important that the information on the biological resources for the Plan be
acutely detailed, and accurate as possible, Absent an accurate and comprehensive survey on the
species in the area and their habitats, inciuding their migratory behavior, it is impossible to
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determine which areas to develop and which to protect. No aspect of the Plan details | 23041
which is which. | Contd

Avre you aware that the Lahontan Cutthroat trout is a federally-threatened species? lis
continued existence depends upon its ability to reproduce. Are you aware that sanding the roads
in the winter causes sediment to drain into in the water, which may negatively affect the ability | 230-2
of the cutthroat trout 1o spawn? Please consider this fact when determining approval of new
roads and expansions of those already in cxistence.

The DEIR. contains mitigation for the Plan 1o result in “less than significant impacts for
the region,” vet the cumulative impacts are “significant and unavoidable™ Such statements are | 230-3

confusing and contradictory. Could this be a result of examining the project in a vacuum, as
stated previously?

Please carefully evaluate all impacts of this Plan, environmental and otherwise, prior to
approving it. Failure to do so could easily result in ireversible negative impacts and grave harm
to the environment. People are not the only beings on the planet, and we are all responsible for
protecting and preserving the environment in which we live. Please also revise and re-circulate
the DEIR to address all of the environmentzl issues adequately and responsibly. Thank you.

230-4

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important matter.

Best regards,

W2

Lara Pearson
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LETTER 230 LARA PEARSON, LAW OFFICE OF LARA PEARSON, LTD.
Response 230-1: The commentor is referred to Response to Comments 188-1, 188-2, and 188-3

Response 230-2: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 188-4. The commentor
is also referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and Sections 4.7
(Hydrology and Water Quality) and 4.9 (Biological Resources) for discussions
regarding water quality and impacts on habitat.

Response 230-3: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 188-6.

Response 230-4: The commentor requests that the County prepare a revised Draft EIR and
recirculate it to the public. The County considers the Draft EIR and Revised
Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the project and consistent with the
requirements of CEQA.
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Letter 231
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Altn.: Lori Lawrence s
Environmental Review Technician TS E i P =
Placer County Planning Dept. PLANNING DEPAATMENT

11414 "B" Ave.
Auburn, Ca. 95603

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan Update, SCH No.: 2001072050
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LETTER 231 TRACY CUNEO, RESIDENT

DUPLICATE LETTER—Please refer to Comment Letter 39.

Response 231-1:

Response 231-2:

Response 231-3:

Response 231-4:

Response 231-5:

Response 231-6:

Regarding the commentor’s request for an EIS to be prepared, the project
does not involve a federal action or a NEPA component; therefore, an EIS is
not required. The Martis Valley Community Plan does not propose any
changes to Martis Creek Lake, which is under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers.

The commentor inquires about TTSD’s wastewater treatment capacity in the
Water Reclamation Plant (WRP). It should be noted that the commentor is
referring to T-TSA (Truckee-Tahoe Sanitation Agency) not TTSD. As stated in
Section 4.11 (Public Services and Utilities) on page 4.11-53, “A 9.6 mgd
capacity would accommodate buildout conditions in the entire T-TSA
service area (based on a projected population of 143,000 people), assuming
a peak summer seven day average flow in the year 2015 (T-TSA, 1999)”. The
T-TSA service area includes Truckee, portions of the Plan area, Kings Beach,
Tahoe City, Squaw Valley, Alpine Meadows, and development along the
western edge of Lake Tahoe. The commentor is also referred to Response to
Comment L-6.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis) and Section 4.4 (Transportation and Circulation) of
the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 231-4.
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9 (Adequacy of the Public

Review Period). The County considers the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR
adequate for the purposes of CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003
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LETTER 232 ALICE AND GARY JANG, RESIDENTS

Response 232-1:

Response 232-2:

Response 232-3:

Response 232-4:

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy), 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for the Development Conditions in the
Plan Area), and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project. The commentor is also referred to Section 4.11 (Public Services
and Utilities) for a discussion of environmental impacts associated with
water supply infrastructure.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
the Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor states that the Martis Valley Community Plan is outdated
and the EIR does not address the full impacts of the project. The
commentor fails to identify the inadequacy of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR
provided an extensive analysis of impacts associated with implementation
of the project that meets the requirements of CEQA.

Placer County
May 2003
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Sean Dowdall Letter, August 12, 2002 SV patE  a
Latter 233 Q RECEWVED
Attr: Lori Lawrence AUG 19 202

Environmental Review Technician ‘.
Placer County Planning Departmert

11414 "B’ Avenus PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Auburn, CA 95803

Re: Drafl Environmertal Impact Report {"DEIR) for the Proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan ("MVCP") Update, SCH No.: 2001072050

Daar Ms. Lawrence:

This letter addresses sanious concerns | have regarding the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR] for the proposed Martis Valley Community Plan Update
{MVCPU). The DEIR is a very large and complicated document. As such, 1am 23341
requesting that you extend the public comment pariod uniil at least the end of
September 2002 to allow further valuable input on the DEIR and provide the
public a fair opportunity to evaluate this enomous document.

Tha future of the Martis Valley is directly dependent upen the DEIR's assessment
of the current conditions in the Martis Vallay, the impacts of parial and full build-
out of the MVCPU and the recommended/reguired miligation initiatives or
proposal of alternatives.  On all counts under my partial review of the document,
the DEIR is wosfully inadequate to provide enough information, as required by
law. to enable appropriate decisions about the future development in the Martis
Valley.

233-2

I requast that Placer County address my concemns in writing with detail following
each itern listing (1, 2, 3, .. .} and bullet point.

Overarching Concerns:

Topically, the oreatest flaws that | see with the DEIR are as follows:

1. MVCPU and DEIR scope mismatch: There is a fundamental mismatch
between the scope of development that the DEIR assesses and the
development allowed/proposed in the MVCPLU, The DEIR makes
assumptions that grossly understate the nature, amourt and density of
development. On this basis alone, the DEIR should be redrafted and
specifically addrass the maximum development allowed under the
MVCPU. As an altemative, Placer County could alter the MVCPU
document to match the development addressed in the DEIR,

2. Lake Tahoe Basin: The MVCPU's impact on the Lake Tahoe Basin is
ignored, Lake Tahoe is an internationally recognized natural resource that
has received a significant amount of attertion (legal and ctherwise) to 23134
protect it and attempt to begin to restore its water quality. The following
impacts on the Lake Tahos Basin must be considered in the DEIR: traffic,

2333
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Sean Dowdall Letter, August 12, 2002

increased number of day and multi-day visitors, destruction of wildlife

habitat, [0s$ of timber, air pollution, water pollution, noise poliution and iy
light poltution. All of these will have critical impact on the Lake Tahoe s
Basin.

3 Truckee: The impact on the Town of Truckes is not adequately
atdressed in the DEIR. The same impacis apply that 1 lisied for the Lake
Tahoe Basin. Also, the supply of affordable housing, which already afflicis
the area, will only basomea worse, Trucken will alse bare the brurt of the
increased traffic, poliution and noise. Finally, the DEIR does not indicate
data gathering from the Truckee, which is a neesded input to provide a

complete and accurate description of existing conditions, a complete #38
enumeration of impacts bath known and potential and a very valuable
soures for creating altematives and mitigating measures
4. Water: The water supply and quality are not properly addressed for the
Martis Valley area. Also, the impact on the Truckee River and those that 2338

depend on it downstream are nol adeguately addressed, specifically Reno
and Pyramid Lake,

5. 180 Comidor. Ancther significant gap in the DEIR is the MVWCPLU's impact
on traffic, the envirenmant and all communities up and down the Interstate 233.7
80 corrider, from Reno to Roseville.

5. SR-89: In addition to 1-80, Highway 89 will experience more traffic and
cther impacts from the MVCPLU. Also, with the expansion of residential,
commercial and recreational development, whal is known, anticipated or
can be assumed about development (particularly st (Squaw Valley and 2338
Alpine Meadows) should be included in the DEIR's assessment

Traffic Concams:

Following is 2 list of areas that are aither not at all or not adequately addressed
by the DEIR, but should be:

* Tha traffic analysis in the DEIR is based on an average during one time of
year The traffic analysis needs to include peak traffic at various points 233.8
iroughout the year, irsluding, but rot mited % commate times and
surnrmer and Winter weskendheliday

»  The DEIR's assumption that B0% of new Martis Valley housing will be sesond
homa/recreational grossly understates the impact on traffic. Trends in time-
sharing and remals graatly impact the percentage of cocupancy. Also, as the
huge baby boom retires, they will spend more time per year at their second =1l
residences. Angther trend is telecommuting which means more days per
year will be spent at second homes as technology and work habits evolve.

*  Waather impact on road conditions nead to ba conzidarad with all of the new
roads and roads being widened, o

= The 267 Bypass is not yet complete. The anticipated traffic volume io be
handied by the Bypass is huge, yel we don't have actual experience 1o know 23312
how this will impact the area

2of2
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Sean Dowdall Letter, August 12, 2002

*  There will be a bottleneck where roads narrow from 4 lanes to 2 lanes, The
areas of particular concern are on Highway 257 up the mountain from the
entrance to Northstar and the area around the 267 Bypass., Bottlenecks
create back-ups, which mean more stop and go raffic, more pollution and
more accidents,

*  The additional raffic lights will slew the trip from Truckes to Kings Beach.
This will have an economic impact (commuters and vacationers) and will
create the negative impacts of stop and go traffic listed above. I'm particularly
concemed about traffic lights near or on siopes and road curves that will
increase gocidents. Also, the spacing of traffic lights at Northstar is too close,
The movemant of the chain control area to accommodate the development
and these traffic lights also needs to be considered.

= The traffic impact at the railrcad tracks, the inlersection of 287 n dowrtown
Truckes and the tumoff to West River Foad needs to be addressed in more
detail. Those are airoady major areas of raffic concam and are much worse
with even a small increase in fraffic,

* The MVCPU impact on traffic on Highway 88 and Interstate BO from Reno to
Roseville, needs to be addressed. There are already jams on these roads
and Winter weather davastates traffic flow. There will be an increasing
number and mere severe accidents. Maintenance requirements and costs
will 2150 drain funding sources, as will emergency response activities,

= Snow remaval requiremenis and impacis (traffic, poliution and economic)
nead to be addressed, particutarly where there are widened roads [287
especially) and new roads

*  New and/or improved roadways to provide emergency access 1o expanded
and new development areas is not adequately addressed in the DEIR. The
DEIR indicates areas of development, tut many of these anly have one road
atcess. This will not only create traffic oroblems, but also is a severe safely
concem in the advert of forest fires, heavy snowfalls, sarthquakes and other
events. On the other hand, emergency acoess roads, which ultimately will
hecame full sarvice rmads create new impacts on the environment and traffic.
The full scope of the development in the MVCPU needs to be described inthe
DEIR with the full scops of roadways and thair impacts

= Traffic patterns and impacts are not adequately assessed in regards (o the
location of much of the proposed development. Specifically. direct access to
287 from commercial development and residential areas neads to be clossly
analyzed and recommendationsialternatives should be included that indicate
ways o mitigate this impact. Again, this is now a big problem and will gt
muh worse with more development and traffic

Finally, the DEIR does not suggest overall alternatives to the MWCPU, High,
medium and low developmeant scenanos should be analyzed so that the
community, county and other interested constituents can have full information to
make the: nght decisions. An ideal DEIR decument would cutling: with this leval
of davelopment done in this way (start with the true maximuen build-out of the
MVCPU), these are the impacts you will encounter and here's how they

Jofl
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Sean Dowdall Lefter, August 12, 2002

shouldfeould be addressed, Then, describe ancther level of development that iz
40% lowes and another 80% lower than the MVCPLL That way, all would have 233-20
the right information to guide cur overall vision and development decisions forthe | Cont'd
Martis Valley,

I will send additicnal \etters addressing other areas of concemn, including water, 233-21
pollution, wildlife and environmental protection,

Sinceraly,

apflutel

2037 Scott Strest
San Francisco, CA 24115
415835 8518

4018 Skiview, Northstar

dol4
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LETTER 233

RESPONSE 233-1:

Response 233-2:

Response 233-3:

Response 233-4:

Response 233-5:

Response 233-6:

Response 233-7:

Response 233-8:

Response 233-9:

Response 233-10:

Response 233-11:

Response 233-12:

Response 233-13:

SEAN DOWDALL, RESIDENT

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.9
(Adequacy of the Review Period) on requests that the review period be
extended.

The commentor states that the Draft EIR is woefully inadequate, but the
commentor fails to identify the inadequacies of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR
is based on extensive analysis of project impacts and utilizes technical
reports, mapping, and review of qualified professionals.

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy), 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for the Development Conditions in the
Plan Area), and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the Cumulative Setting and Impact
Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of the
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
the Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of
the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) and 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 233-7.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Responses 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
the Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to pages 4.11-94 through -97 in Section 4.11
(Public Services and Utilities) for a discussion of road maintenance and
snow removal impacts.

The 267 Bypass is now complete and in operation. The commentor is
referred to Master Responses and 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Impact
Analysis).

Comments noted. The commentor does not raise any specific issue or
request changes in the Draft EIR.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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Response 233-14:

Response 233-15:

Response 233-16:

Response 233-17:
Response 233-18:

Response 233-19:

Response 233-20:

Response 233-21:

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 233-14.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis). Pages 4.11-7 through -24 in Section 4.11 (Public
Services and Utilities) of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of impacts on fire
protection, emergency medical, and law enforcement services.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 233-11.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 233-16.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Impact Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

Comment noted. The commentor does not comment on the adequacy of
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is necessary.

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 234

MAY, 0272003 14:41 BO340 P.ODESDGS

REMY, THOMAS, MOOSE and MANLEY, LLP

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
MICHAEL H. REMY
1944 - 2000 455 CAPITOL MALL SUTTE 210 CSHA R. MESERVE
SACHAMENTO, CALIFDRMLA 55314 JENNIFER 5 HOLMan
AMDREA K LEISY
TIHA A THOMAS TIFFANY K. WRIGHT
JAMES G, MOKOSE Telepbons: (014) 9432743 WILLLAM . BURKE
WHITMAN F MANLEY Finsirrdlc (916 S43.501 7 CHRIFTOFHER, M, CALFEE
AMDREA, A MATARAZZD Rmalk: fnfirBrimdmcom ASHLE T. CROCKER:
hetnifoere Temythormsimdnsase.com MARY E. HANDEL
SABRINA V. TELLER
BRIAM J. FLANT DIEANA L RACHAL
Or TOUMIEL
April 29, 2003
V1A FACSIMILE & REGULAR MAIL EBEIVE
{5300 B86-3003 )
APR 3 0 2003
Lon Lawrence
Placer County Planning Department PLANNING DEPT.
11414 B Avenue

Auburmn, CA 23603

Re:  Martis Valley Commumnity Plan Update - Revised Draft Environmental Impact
Report (“EDEIR™) (SCH No. 2001 072050)

Dear Mz, Lawrence:

Thas letter is submitted on behalf of East West Pariners, the owner of several
properties located within the Northstar-at-Tahoe resort community and the Martis Valley
Community Plan (*MVCP™} area. As a general comment, the original Draft Environmental
[mpact Report ("DEIR™), and the Revised Dmaft Environmental Impact Report (“RDEIR™)
reflect a comprehensive analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives as required by the
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA”) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seg).
We commend County staff and the consultant for endsavoring to provide the public and
agency decisionmakers with such a thorough anakysis,

Although the lowest-intensity altsmative, considered for the first time in the
RDEIR, would avoid or substantially lessen some of the otherwise simnifizant
envirenmental effects of the Propesed Land Use Diagram, the alterative is fiscally
infeasible on a project level and will not attain the basic objectives of the MVCP Update.

The lowest-intensity alternative proposes the addition of & mers 2,646 residential
units, including the approved and proposed employes housing units aszociated with
Eaglewoed and Northstar, and a total of 1,097,000 square feet for potential office and
commercial space. {RDEIR, at p, 6.0-38; Figure 6,0-3)

234-1
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HAT.DE" 2003 1k:d1 #0340 P.OOZ/043

Loti Lawrence
April 29, 2003
Bage 2

The lowestantensity alternative would thersfore not achieve the following Martis
Valley Community Plan Objestives:

. (soal 1.B:  “Te provide adequate land m a range of residential densities to
accommodate the housing needs of all meome groups expected to
reside i Martis Valley.™

- Goal 1.C: "To designate adequate commercial land for and promote development
of commercial uses to meet the present and future needs of Martis
Vallay residents and visitors and mamntain economic vitalisy,”

. Goal 1.1 “To designate adequately-sized, well-located areas for the
development of public facilities to ssrve both community and regional
needs.”

234-1

. Goal L.LE:  "To designate land for and promote the development and expansion of Cont.

public and private recreational facilities to sarve the needs of
residents and visitors.”

L Goal 1 K:  “To maintain a healthy and diverse local economy that meets the
present and future employment, shopping, recreational, public safety,
and serviee needs of Martis Valley residents and fo expand the
econormis base to better serve the needs of residents.™

Accordingly, the lowest-intensity altemative would not fulfill many of the project
objectives and should be rejected. As noted in the RDEIR, the lowest-intensity alternative
would also resalt in approximately 41% fewer residential units and is therefore in conflict
with the direction given by the Board of Supervisors that no major changes to the existing
Martis Valley General Plan {1975) are required as part of the update process. (RDEIR, at
p. 6.0-50,)

Considering the potential creation of 4,990 full-time jobs inder the lowest-intensity
alternative, Goal 1.B would be thwarted entirely by the resulting jobs-housing ratio of 4.64
as compared to the 2.56 ratio under the Proposed Land Use Diagram. (See RDEIR, at p. ? 234d4=2
5.0-41.) As recognized in the RDEIR, such a jobs/Mousing imbalance could result in
potentially significant indirect environmental (air quality and traffic) immacts from
cormmting workers i
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Lori Lawrence
April 20, 2003
Page 3

The shrunken areas proposed for development within Northstar under the cluster
(RDEIR, Figure 6.0-1), reduced-mtensity (RDEIR, Figure 6.0-2), and lowest-intensity
(RDEIR, Figure 6.0+3) land use alternatives, also appear to conflict with the development
proposed as part of the Northstar-at-Tahoe Highlands project {SCH No. 2003012086). The
County is in the process of preparing the Final EIR for the Highlands projest which
includes approximately 1,866 rmult-family residential anits, a hotel, recreational
amenities, and verous infrastructure improvements. e

Consequently, the County should consider whether the above-listed alternatives
would conflict with the Northstar-at-Tahoe Highlands project, and the Northstar Village
project (SCH No. 2001012081). Given the existing infrastrocture within Morthstar, the
developinent envisioned under the Northstar Master Plan, and the ability of the area to
accommodate approximately 1,800 additional residential units, no purpose would be served
Ly eliminating units from the Nerthstar area as part of the MVCP update

Thenk you for your consideration of our comments. Please eall if you have any
questions.
Very truly yours,

WW NModtn
Whitman F. Manley

ce:  Roger Lessrman

I04ITI20 002
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LETTER 234: WHITMAN MANLEY, REMY, THOMAS, MOOSE AND MANLEY, LLP

Response 234-1

Response 234-2

Response 234-3

The commentor notes that the Lowest Intensity Alternative would not
achieve proposed Martis Valley Community Plan Goals 1.B, 1.C, 1.D, 1.E and
1.F and would be in conflict with the direction given by the Placer County
Board of Supervisors. This comment is noted. The Revised Draft EIR notes that
this alternative may not be considered in conformance with Board of
Supervisor’s direction as well as may be less than adequate to meet Goal 1.B
(Revised Draft EIR page 6.0-50).

The commentor’s statements regarding the Revised Draft EIR’s
documentation of the jobs-housing ratio of the Lowest Intensity Alternative
would be worse than the Proposed Land Use Diagram is noted. Since no
comments regarding the adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR were received,
no further response is required.

It is acknowledged that the Lowest Intensity Alternative land use map may
conflict with the current form of the proposed Northstar Highlands project.
However, it is not anticipated that this alternative would conflict with the
currently proposed expansion of the Northstar Vilage project. The
commentor’s statements regarding concerns involving the elimination of
existing development potential within the Northstar-at-Tahoe resort
community is noted.

Placer County
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Letter 235
MAY. 02" 2003 14:42 #0340 B.00B/043

SANDRERG, Lo DUCA & DELLINGER

ATTORNEYS AT Law
MARCTS J, L0 TICA
CRAIG ML SANDRERG 2300 Densgles Rewderard, Sole 265 Tel PL6 7741686
EIMBERLEY L. DELLTNGER Baorevills, CA 5451 Fax 916, 774 16468
April 30, 2003 EBGBIyE
MAY 01 2003
M= Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician PLANNING DEPT

County of Placer
Planning Develepment
11414 B Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

Re:  Martis Valley Community Flan Update ("MVCF Update") Revised
Draft Environmental Impact Report ("RDEIR™) [State Clearin rhouse
MNumber 2N1072050]

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

On behalf of Sierra Pacific Indistries (“SFT), T want to thank you for the
opportunity to comment on the RDEIR for the MVCP Update.

Relative to the revised Alternatives Analysis, SP1's comments can be
briefly summarized, as follows:

1: The Clustered Land Use Alternative, the Reduced Intensity
Alternative, and the Lowest Intensity Alternative, each with
sharply reduced units and reduced private and public recreational
facilities compared to the Proposed Project, each fail to fuléill the
following key objectives of the MVCF Update, as set forth at pages

Goal 1.B: To provide adequate land in a range of residential
densities to accommodate the housing needs of all income
groups expected to reside in Martis Valley. [All three
alternatives, particularly the Lowest Intensity Alternative,
are unakle to satisfy this objective].

Goal LE: To designate land for and promote the
development and expansion of public and private
recreational facilities to gerve the needs of residents and
VISitors.

3.0-1% and 3.0-20 of the MVCP Update DEIR: 2351
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Ms. Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician

April 20, 2003
Page 2
Goal 1.K: To maintain a healthy and diverse local economy
that meets the present and future employment, shopping,
recreational, public safety, and service needs of Martis 235-1
Walley residents and to expand the economic base to better Cont.

serve the needs of residents (DETR pages 3.0-15,20).

2. Eachof these alternatives also would be inconsistent with the 1998
direction from the Placer County Board of Supervisors that major 235-2
changes to the land use designations from the 1975 Martis Valley
Community Plan were not appropriate (RDEIR, page 6.0-1),

3 Including insufficient future residential development in these 3
alternatives will force employees to travel cutside of the MVCP
Plan Area for housing, resulting in more severe impacts for these
alternatives relative to transportation and circulation, noise, and air
quality (RDEIR, pages 6.0-18, £0-31, and 6.0-413,

4. By providing for far less housing opportunities than the o 2353
Project, these three alternatives provide for an inadequate jobs-
housing balance in the Community Plan area overall compared to

the Proposed Project.

5. By providing for far less housing opportunities than the Proposed
Propect, these three altematives, while resulting in less public
service demands, will generate far less revenue in impact fees
needed to fund public facilities.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the RDEIR.

Very ruly yours,

SANDBERG, LO ﬁux@sﬁ
P il s

Marcus]. Lo

MLD/jy
oc: Gary Blanc

Cerey N, Kamilos
Rick W. Jarvis, Esg.
Amrit Kulkami. Esq.
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LETTER 235: MARcus Lo DucA, SANDBERG, LO DUCA & DELLINGER

Response 235-1 The commentor states that the Clustered Land Use Alternative, Reduced
Intensity Alternative and Lowest Intensity Alternative would not achieve
proposed Martis Valley Community Plan Goals 1.B, 1.E and 1.K. This
comment is noted. The Revised Draft EIR notes that this alternative may not
be considered in conformance with Board of Supervisor’s direction as well as
may be less than adequate to meet Goal 1.B (Revised Draft EIR page 6.0-50).

Response 235-2 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 235-1.

Response 235-3 The commentor states that the Clustered Land Use Alternative, Reduced
Intensity Alternative and Lowest Intensity Alternative would result in
additional employee housing issues and inadequate jobs-housing balance
in the Plan area as compared to the Proposed Land Use Diagram and
would generate less revenue in impact fees to fund public facilities. These
comments are noted. The Revised Draft EIR notes that these alternatives
would result in worse jobs-housing ratios than the Proposed Land Use

Diagram.
Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
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Letter 236
£0340 P.LOOT/043

HAY.DZ'2003 14:82

Sean Dowdall

2032 Sco't Street

San Francisco, CA 94115

415 885 8518 i

AME Skiview, Morthstar

Lori Lawrence

Senior Planning Technician

Placer County Planning Depariment
11414 B Avenus

Aubum, CA 95803

Re:  Comments on the Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Martis
Valley Community Plan Update; SCH Mo, 2001-72050

Dear Mz, Lawrencs:

Community Plan Update slone and in combination fall short of meeting CEQA’s
requirements for an adequale alflernatives analysis for the following reasons:

" The RDEIR and DEIR Fails o Analyze a Reasonable Range of 236-1
Alternativas to the Project

®  The RDEIR Fails fo Adequately Deseribe and Theretors Analyze the New
Alternatives

" The RDEIR Fails to Provide Sufficient Information Necessary to Su pport
in [ ::on'ned Comparison of the Alternatives to the Praject and One
nother

* The RDEIR Fails to Adequately Disclose Inconsistencies Between the
New Alternatives and Existing Plans apd Policies

= The F:_DErR Sets Up Improper Arguments for Rejection of Environmentally
Superior and Feasible Altermatives

Our cetailed comments on these defects are described below. As noted in the ROER
we anticipate that all commeants submitted on the DEIR for the Martis Valley Cnrnmunitry
Flan update. including comments on the DEIR's alternatives section not adequately
responded o in the RDEIR, will be respended to in the Final EIR or in additional

revised, recirculated DEIR sections, s

I. Intreductory Comments

Lastmonth, Placer County released new “conservation altematives” to the alternatives
described in the Draft EIR for the Martis Valley Community Plan Update, The new

Placer County
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alternatives are described in an RDEIR o the Martis Valley Community Plan Update, a
document purportedly prapared to meet the raquirements of the California
Ervironmental Quality Act, CEQA. Alternatives included in the RDEIR include:

®  A"no project” alternative, which retains the 1975 Martis Vafley Genaral Plan and land use
map;

" Afchushered  land use alternative, which [ocates the majority of proposed new
developrment on Tewer acres of each project site;

" A’reduced censity” albemative, which reduces holding capacity 10 7,160 unils (4,423 now
units) and reduces total aores of non-residential uses (&g, commercial uses); and

®  Ths Jowestintensity” alternative, which reduces holding capacity to 5,383 units (2,645
new Lnits) and tolal potentisl office and commercial square footags to 1,097,000 square
feet.

The RDEIR rejects without analysis an altemative that would reguire the developmeant to
bz tranefarred out of the Martis Vallay to the Town of Truckee. Such an alternative was
suggested for review in numerous comments on the DEIR for the Martis Vallay

Community Plan update.

WWhile, 2ach new alternative Includes isolated slements of sound conservation planning,
none present a comprahensiva, respensible plan for the future of Martis Valley. Each
would still be devastating to the region's wildlife habitat, Siera scenery, and present
quality of life. None of the new alternatives combines a reduced intensity of
devalopment with a smaller devefopment footprint (e.g. a reduced intensity dustered
devalopment altemative}, which would achisve significant conservation resulfis.

Most problematic Is that the RDEIR rejacts aach new altematives as being inconsistant
with Board direction provided at the outset of the planning process — direction that
called for the land uses proposed for the Valley in 1975 to remain in tact. Az Siema
Watch and othars have repeatedly stated, a 30-year old land use plan warrants real
sublic debate and real altematives for public review and debate. CEQA a'so requires an
evaluation of a reasonable range of altematives to address significant environmental
impacts. Instead of providing a meaningful General Plan update process and legally
adequate RDEIR, this RDEIR is signaling that the County will stick with their original
blueprnt for the Valley and reject a new vision for the Martis Valley that could avaid
significant impacts related to traffic, air quality, public services and resource valuss.
Crur detailed commants on the inadequacies of the BDEIR are set farth below,

I. The RDEIR Alone and In Combination with tha DEIR Is Inadequate

A, The RDEIR and DEIR Fail To Analyze A Reasonakble Range of
Alternatives

The requirement for an EIR 1o analyze altemnatives is critical io CEQA’s substantive
mandate to avoid significant environmental damage where feasitle. In order o camy
out this mandate, an ZIR must consider & reasonable range of aiternatives to the
preject, or the location of the project, which a) offer substantial smvironmental

236-2
Cont.

236-3
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advantages over the project proposal and b) may be “feastbly accomplizshed in a
successiul manner” considering the economic, emvironmental, socizt and technological
factors involved. Citizens of Golete Valley v Boand of Supsnvisors (1280) 52 Cal.3d
553, 566. The RDEIR alene and in combination with the DEIR fails to adaquataly
address a reasonable range of alternatives. Specifically, the new alternatives were not
directed at minimizing or eliminating project impacts to the fullest exdent faasile g.
requirad by CEQA. Instead, each new altermative contains only isolated advantages
ower the proposed project such as a reduced development footprint ar reduced total
development.  Mone of the alternatives eombine these “conservation” concepts to
complete an alternative that would effectively address the significant unavoidable
impacts of the project en biological resources, traffic, air quality, afiordable employee
housing as well as other impacts.

In our comment letter on the DEIR dated August 16, 2002, the organizations requested
that a number of cther alternatives be considered in a revised DEIR. Those alternatives
wera directed at reducing or eliminating the significant adverse impacts of the proposed

prajgct and included:

1) A status guo alternative that weuld limit new development to that which could be
accommoedated at acceptable levels of serviee by alf existing infrastructurs, {Sem
DEIR comment letter, page 48).

2) A "biclogical and natural resources” alterative based on a comprehensive
constraints map showing areas to be avoided in light of Placer County General
Plan natural resource policies and environmental factors including: ridgelines,
significant acological resource areas, wildlife comridors, maintenance of lange
unfragrented habilals and steep slopes. (See DEIR comment letter, page 48).

2) A"conservation plan” alternative based on the 2001 Natural Community
Conservation Planning Agreernent principles (atlachment A hersto). (See DEIR
comment letter, page 48-49).

4} A “restricted development” alternative, which would limit new development in
unincorporated areas and direct new development into existing cities and towns, 236-3
The feasibility of an alternative that would “transfer davelooment” into Truckee is Cont.
enhanced by the fact that at least one of the Martis Valley davelopment projects
iz controlled by a party that owns significant undaveloped land in the Town
proper (East-West Partners). Even without such common ownerships, Transfer
of Development Righls programs have suceessfully resulted in proteeting rural
areas in return for ingreased development rights in nearby urban arsas, An
alternative means of implementing this altemative would ba a "purchase” of
development rights program, where development fees charged on new
development are used to purchase develooment rights from properties with
seenic or other conservation values. (Ses DEIR comment lefter, page 49),

While some information is provided in the RDEIR canceming the respective impacts of
the new altematives on the need to widen roadways, insufficient information is provided
concerning the altematves affect on the need to expand and improve other essentizl
infrastructure such as wastewater treatment, water storags or other services.

The RDEIR also fails altogether fo include altematives that are demonstrated io avoid
impacts to biokegical resources and be consistent with conservation policies in the
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County's 1994 General Plan. This omission s particularly noteworthy since Siarra
Watch submitted a document to the County in December 2002, titled Consarvation
Planning Principles, Martis Valley Community Planning Area, for the purpose of guiding
development of such an alternative. See Attachment A hersto. The report provides 2
solid rationale for the planning Marlis Valley deserves — conservation planning that
wiuld protect wildiife habitat and water quality and preserva the existing quality of life.
This slternative was not among those evaluated in the RDEIR, Citing Martis Valley's
ecolegical significance, the drafters of the Report, Conservation Biology Institute (C21),
recommended in the Report that Placer County develop a “conservation plan” for the

Yailey that, at a minimum,

" Adheres fo existing County consenvation policias,

* Clusters new development around existing development. 2363
Frohibits davelopment east and north of Highway 267 to Conl.
protect unfragmented habitat lands and wildlife cormidors.

* Esiablishas a regional conservation strategy  before
approving any new developmenl,

This report includes the principles for greation of a bona-fide conservation alternative at
pages 4-5, Recommendations for Land Use Design. These recommendations could
have easily been converted to a land use altemative for review in the RDEIR. A revised
and recirculated RDEIR must include a conservation alternative based on the
recommendstions in the CBl Repord and respond to the request for altematives
describad in our comment letter on the DEIR and summarized above.

B.  The RDEIR Fails to Adequately Describe New Alternatives

The RDEIR fails to adequately describe the alternatives. EIR's must provide
information in sufficient detail conceming alternatives to permit a reasonable choice
insofar as environmental aspects of the altamatives are concemned, Among the
omissions in the descriptions of the alternatives are the following:

1) The specific locations of development under the clustered land use aliemative, |t
is not clear what specific land is intended for development under the clusterad
alternative. A revised map should be prepared which clearly outiines the
acreage intended for development on each ownership. Without this information, 2364
itis not possible to determine whether the development will impact biological
resourcas {e.9. creek corridors), be consistent with County poliey conceming
avoidance of development on slopes in excess of 20% and the like,

Fhote simulations or Images of the proposed alternatives. The RDEIR conciudes
that the clustered altemative would result in more sever visual impacts as a resylt
of the higher density of the development than the proposed project. RNo
information or evidence is provided to support this conclusion, A revised,
recirculated RDEIR must include photo-simulations or other graphic images of
the alternatives and proposed development design in order to support the
comparative analysis of visual and other related impacts. 1tis nota given that
high density development is less visually intrusive or attreetive than low density

K,
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development as the section would imply. Moreover, it is also essertial to thiz
analysis that the spacific location of new development be identified in ravised

preject descrptions and graphics,

3) Details conceming total number of units and square Tootage of development for
each alternativa. This type of information i inconsistent ‘or sach alternative in
the RDEIR. For example, thara is no information about the sQuare footage of
non-residential development under the reduced nfensity alternative. Both total
residentialitesort units and the estimated square foctage of these should be
provided in order to support impact analyses including for traffic and vieus)

impacts.

Quantified information concerning the type and amount of water pollutants
generated by cach altlemative. Without this information, & comparison of
alternatives to one another Is not possible.

4

Information conceming the tolal number of units (resort and for gale) under aach
alternativa with projected purchase/rentaliovernight prices. This information must
be provided if Goal 1.B is fo be invoked as a reason for rajection of alternatives,
See RDEIR at 6.0-50. In addition, a comparison table should be included in a
revised RDEIR, which includes proposed housing under each alterative, 2364
demand generated by each for affordabls employse housing, additional Cont,
affordable housing need generated by growth inducing effects {e.g. increased
demand for low paying service jobs as a result of growth in the region, ete.).
Whila some of this information is provided in the discussion sections, it is not

easily compared.

3

ot

) The biclegical values underlying each development area for each atiemative.
The RDEIR contains statements such as: “The Reduced Intensity Alternative
would resultin les land disturbance from extensive development than the
Froposed Land Use Disgram (approxirnately 1,000 acres ‘ess than the Proposed
Land Uise Diagram at buildout) that could support identified speciakstatus plant
species habitat (Great Basin scrub, mixed confferous forest, montane messtiow,
and ruderal habitats), but would still have the potential to impacts special-status
Plant speces ..." RDEIR at 6.0-35. A revised and recirculated RDEIR must
include maps identifying spacies impacted by each dovelooment featpring
(including remedial grading areas, roads and other site disturbance nacessary o
implement the projects) and must quantify the impacts of each altemative on
these species and habitats. Vague comparisans without any analysis of the land
proposed for disturbance Is insufficient to support the condlusions reached in the
RDE!R. Other concluscry statements concerning impacts to biclogical species
include, but are not limited to the following:;

"Both the Reduced Intensity Alternative and the Proposed Land Use
Diagram land uses would result in comparable impacts regarding potential
impacts to the Lahcntan cutthroat trout, given that both land ysa aplions
have simiar potential effects to Martis Creek and its trbutaries.” RDEIR af

5.0-36,
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"Beth the Reduced Intensity Alternative and the Proposad Land Use
Dlagram land uses would result in comparabls impants regarding potential
impacts to the mountain yellow-lsgged frog, given that both land use
options have simliar potential effects to Martis Creek and its tributaries.”
RDEIR at 6.0-36.

“Both the Lowest Intensity Altemative and the Proposed Land Use
Diagram land uses would result in comparable impacts regarding potantial

impacts to the Lahontan cutthroat treut, given that both land use options 3364
have similar potential effects to Martis Creek and its tributaries.” ROEIR =t ;
6.0-16, Cont.

“Both the Lowest Intensity Altetnative and the Proposed Land Use
Diagram land uses wauld result in comparable impacts regarding potential
impacts to the mouniain yellow-legged frog, given that both land use
cplions have similar potential effects to Martis Creek and its tributaries.”

RDEIR at 6.0-46,

Evidence and analysis to support these and other conclusory statemants
throughout the RDEIR must be provided in a revised, recirculated RDEIR.

The crission of these key details, as well as other details of the new alternatives,
renders the impact analyses incomplete and inadequate and thersfore makes an
informed choice between the altemnatives and the project impossible,

C.  The RDEIR Fails to Provide Sufficient Information Necessary to
Support An Informed Comparison of the Alternatives

The RDEIR fails to provide suffisiznt information to compare the alternatives 1o one
anothar and to the proposed project. While Tables £.0-1 and 6.0.3 provide some
infermation comparing the proposed altematives to the project, the RDEIR fails to
provide suificient information to comparea the alternatives with one anothar for at least

the following reasons;

' First, the RDEIR fails 1o provide sufficiant information about basic aspecls
of project alternatives (such as land coverage, locations and type of 236-5
development) to support analysis of impacts.

* Second, the RDEIR fails to quantify many of the impacts of each
sltemative (2.9, public service demand; pollutants genarated by each
alternative, ate.).

®* Third, nsufficient information is provided to compare each alternative ta
other sltematives,

For example, under Impact 4.3.1, Abandoned Mines and Tailings, all allernatives are
identified as "SUM." However, the column comparing each altemative to the project
indicates that the altematives vary in impact from greater or lesser significance when
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compared to the project. Addiional calumns must be added o a revised table that
indicate how gach alternative compares with each other alternative and provides
guantitative information about the impacts of each for respeclive impacts whare feasihle
[e.g. total amount of water demand, wastewatar demand, etc.). Alternatively, this
niormation must be provided in more detailed discussions in the ROEIR text for each

alternative.

Many of the discussions and conclusions contained In the RDEIR are not adequately
supported by facts or evidence, but merely provide a conclusory statement of impact.
For axample:

“The Clustered Land Use Alternative proposes a smaller land arag for

disiurbance and reduced development than the Froposed Land Use Diagram, 236-5
espacially in the Northstar area where mining facilities have been identifiad, Cont.
Thus, this altemative would reduced [reduce] hazard impacts associated with
potential abandoned mine sites.” RDEIR &t 6.0-21.

The absence of a graphic depisting where clusterad development would be located,
couplad with a lack of information about mine sites, renders this a tonclusory statement
without adequate supporting avidence. Additional analysis and information o support
the document’s conclusions must be provided in a revised and recirculated ROEIR.

Ancther example is as follows:

Both the Clustered Land Use Altemnative and the Proposed Land Use Diagram
land uses would result in comparable impacts regarding potential exposura o
hazamdous material contamination given that their mix of land uses are similar.”

RDEIR at 6.0-21.

Again, this santence lacks avidence and data to support the conclusion, A revised and
recirculated RDEIR must inglude at least some quantification of these comparahle
impacts to support the conclusions reached,

The above examples tyoify the conclusory staterents, lack of analysis and evidence o
support conclusions throughout the RDEIR. A careful review should be given to the
document and revisions made accordingly to fill in the necassary evidencs and analysis

required by law.
D.  The RDEIR Fails to Adeguately Analyze the Consistency of

Alternatives with the County's General Plan and Other Applicable
Policies 2366

Table B indicates that the Proposed Land Use Diagram and all of the alternatives would
result in significant impacts unless mitigated with respect to consistency with ralevant

" Other senclusory Impact statements unsuppertad by adequate evidence ard enalysis inclide, but are
not limited fo the following: 45.1,4.5.4,4.7.1-7, 43,2, 483 499,484, 485,455 497,404,
401 411903 40044, 41215, 4409, 431,443 4.5.2 46814717, 4824, 458312, BTN

others for all alternatives
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land use planning documents, Neither Table B, nor the respeciive RDEIR discussions
concsrning consislency with pians and policies provide sufficient information aboyt
natential conflicts between the altematives and current County policies. Nor do the
discussions identify the mitigation measures nacessary to recancie such conflicts, 236-6
Additional information is essential concarning such project and altemative consistency Cont.
with applicable plans, policles and regulations. A revised RDEIR should include a
detailed “plan/palicy” consistency matrix for each allernative. In the absence of this
information, an informed decision cannot be made about which is the superior
alterngtive. Moreovar, the Board cannot legally approve a project or project altlamative
that is not consistent with applicable plans and policies,

E. The RDEIR Suggests Improper Reasons for Rejection of
Environmentaily Superior and Feasihle Alternatives

The California Envirenmental Quality Act contains a “substantive mandate” that public
agencies deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible
alternatives or mitipation measures can substantially lessen those effacte. Cifirens for
Quality Growth v. City of Mourtt Shasta (3d Dist. 1088)198 CalApp.3d 433, 440-441, |n
this respact, CEQA “trumps” the Board resolution initiating the Martis Valley Community
Plan update and limiting the update with respest to alterrative land uses. Said another
way, reliance on the Board resclution is insufficient reascn 1o rgject an envircnmentally
superior altemative or mitigation measure to the 1975 land wse plan.

The RDEIR sets up the rejection of each new alternative because they "may” not 236-7
conform with Board direction at the nutsat of the planning process — direction that callod

for the land uzas proposed for the Valley in 1975 1o remain intact. The Board direction
given at the outset of the process does not supercade CEQA’s requirement that a
reasonable range of atematives be analyzed and the envirgnmentally superiar project
alternative be adopted. Thus, his rationale for rejecting environmentally superior
alternatives would ba impraper under CEQA,

If altemnatives are recommeanded for rejection, evidence must be provided that
dacimerts their “infeasibility” as defined by CEQA.  Such evidence must include
reascns why the alternatives were incapable of "being accomplished in a successful
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking info account econamic,
environmental, social, and tachnological factors.” Puhlic Rasources Code section
21061.1; CEQA definition of "faasible.”

The section also sets up rejection of a number of environmentally superior alternatives
because thay are polentially "less than adequate o meet Goal 1.8 of the proposed

Martis Valley Community Plan, which states:

To provide adequate land in a range of residential denstties to accommodata the
nousing needs of all income groups expected to reside in the Maris Valley."
RDEIR at 6.0-50.

Na analysis is provided comparing the Proposed project and the various altematives
with this Goal, Mor is the goal well defined. This information must be provided in
additon along with the amount of new employee housing demand generatad by cach

Placer Coun
Martis Valley Community Plan Update May 20(;)3(
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alternative and the proposed project. In all likelihoa

i d, the lowest density/intens

" ;
:ﬁ:g:;;iscml:ﬁ? ds;.;:pl'gr's]c;rutg thﬁmpgsa-d projact becauss they will result i?ﬁ&ﬁ of
| INg when compared fo the proposed proi

gemand for new employess and therefore additional EfFDFdatrl.";PE mploﬁrﬂf;:;ﬂ:ﬁ;} g
: :::Hei::girs. e:reﬂ though the proposed project proposes a range of densities 1'.he;5;.a 202
¢ @ not ensure a range of housing prices. Housing and resort “nrica”
mfcnrmgth:_m must arsg: b provided for the proposed prcject-!ind altematxl:?n a revised
analysis, if this Goal is to ba relied upon to reject any alternatives :

. Conecluding Comments

In light of the deficiencies in the RDEIR, the organizations ras et

County revise and raclrci_.llate an adequate analysis of artematgms fnr?dr:ﬁ!?ptmmjﬂﬂ;?
the Martis Valley area prior to further consideration of the Community Plan Update, A 2368
part of the process of developing a legally adequate EIR for the Plan, we urge the R

Gounlyltn convene community meetings focused on appropriate an-ci‘acc:eptahle
anematwles for the future devalopment of the Martis Valley. Again we appreciate the
epportunidy to comment on the RDEIR and request that the following persons be ke
infiormed of this and other projects in Eastern Flacar County:; P

Sincersly,

Sean Dowdall

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
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LETTER 236: SEAN DOWDALL, RESIDENT

Response 236-1

Response 236-2

Response 236-3

Response 236-4

Response 236-5

Response 236-6

Response 236-7

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis). Comparison of the alternatives impact to consistency
with relevant plans is specifically addressed in Section 6.0 (Project
Alternatives) of the Revised Draft EIR.

All comments received on the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR are
responded to in this document. The commentor’s statements regarding the
reconsideration of the land use map for the Plan area (1975 Martis Valley
General Plan) and a new vision for the Plan area is noted. The commentor is
referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis) as well as Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). As
shown in Figure 6.0-1 of the Revised Draft EIR, development (with the
exception of residential development under the Forest land use designation)
under the Clustered Land Use Alternative would be limited to the specific
property areas noted. Commercial and office square footage that could
occur under the Clustered Land Use Alternative would be approximately
1,481,000 square feet and approximately 1,124,000 square feet for the
Reduced Intensity Alternative.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis). While the Revised Draft EIR includes data and
information on each alternative that can be used to compare the
alternatives to each other, there is no requirement under CEQA to perform a
comparison of the environmental benefits and detriments of the alternatives
to each other separate of the comparing them to the proposed project.

While the alternatives (with the exception of the No Project Alternative and
the Existing Martis Valley General Plan Land Use Map) would involve
reductions in land use development as compared to the existing land use
designations set forth in the Placer County General Plan, these alternatives
would generally be in compliance with the General Plan. Environmental
impacts that are related to applicable Placer County General Plan policies
are noted throughout the Draft EIR (e.g., Draft EIR pages 4.9-51 through -54).
As noted in Response to Comment 158-8, several Placer County General
Plan policies have been incorporated and (in some cases) expanded upon
in the proposed Martis Valley Community Plan. The commentor provides no
evidence or information suggesting where such inconsistencies occur
associated with the alternatives.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Response 236-8

The commentor’s statements regarding their opinion of the adequacy of the
Revised Draft EIR are noted. The County considers the Draft EIR and the
Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis Valley Community
Plan and in compliance with CEQA. The County will notice of future public
meetings regarding the Martis Valley Community Plan.

Placer County
May 2003
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Lotter 237
#0340 P.DISS 04

HAEY . 0272003 14145

Paul Vatistas

BEGEQUG
Executive Diractar

MAY 01 20
PLANNING DEpy, oth Tahoe Conservation Coalition
ox 1926
Tahoe City, CA 96145

Attn: Lori Lawrenee
Enviranmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Departmont
11414 "B” Avenue

Auburn, Ca 95803

April 29, 2003

Be Com ts L rtiz Val mmunity Plan Reyi et A ati
_%y_é_ Vised Project Altormatives

Project Altematives:

Further to my written comments of A
to my ugust 15 and A 1
?ﬂemaﬂ;m? fail to reflect the economic raafity that wﬁﬁ eij&ﬂfti?amh%nm
e e o s o el o 0 e
e o8 « LIS FEpresants aoprovin uni
over twenly vears, and all of tha Proposed new Aliamma mi;?ﬁéﬁmﬁéggnu
- 1

that would be both fir ta proparty owners and to the sensitive lozal environment,

Given the new Alternatives Eresented, only one affers developments of 2400 naw unite
. 4 {Fly]

erless and therefore =] neiky re
mmend T
ALTEEMATIVE be adoptad a5 the Propgsed Ban in Lhal! . L-Dl.":-f Plea_-lf.e Eﬁgth'
20 =180 in 8 Revised FIR, ig

change immeadiately, or explain in geta) why the County has relected this

J:c;::w: Ilrnfus? note again _that e wolld much prefer 1o SEE A pian that sels asid
1 225t of Highway 267 in Martis Vallay and FeQuUes? Rat an Alermative uf?:;ai;nrl

D# pursued immediataly,

Water lesues:

The planning procass sffacted many year. |
mfnt;e sh:ﬁ“rcien'. waler io allow fn!: 1}2'1‘:! Jfrt:f'\tiar; ffglr.:; Eﬂ?hpbﬁlﬂﬂra* thrm
ik L;.ifra ;E mt:ggyvgif’rerem. Tl'jere is in fact insubficient water in Stz 1.."a||'re;-l‘3 Tﬂry o
ok ,.h o cnmp;ahcur_l, and this ingicares that planning process gf . owl
a&surall'tcss ":a.t 51 :rnourrt of avallable water, This clearly demonstrates th }r&emmj y

el here waz enough water in Sguaw Valley were bamylwrm;t el

2371

237-2

Placer County
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We are now being 2ssured that there is enough water In Maris Valley ta support large

E;Ienshlre area and this would indicate that water i
; _ E ss5ues for gl Alernati =
properhy reﬂecth_g reality, F‘Ieaseg previde details of the water plang for ;Et::ea.:;{gy at ? ?tz
; ont,

Prudent 19 scale down the proposed level
reality of what occumed in Sl Vallay?

Flanning Process:

NTCC wishas to register its concern that a number of

pml.'.Eed withaut the new Martis Vallzy Community Plaﬁﬁﬁr;ﬁg EIE;’H‘M "
cons'rr_luenfs have agreed that the old 1575 Plan is no longer apprchri.atﬂ'a‘m:.r-
PUrsuing & process to replace it with something more appropriste, 1t se;n*q i
unaccgpdablle that cartain developers are proceeding with spac:'ﬁé projg:thhafu tha

new MVCP is in plage, NTCG is VEry concernied that this aesuming with the Srﬂs ' s
Brothers devalopment and with the Narthetar Highlands development Fleate sxplain

why this is being aliowed fo happen.

The MYCP process is now running 12 morths behing its ariginal schedule. It therefore

soems approprate to put a 12-month morateri hat fal tha
gzedraph of the new plan. Flease put this into effect, or explain why i is not possible

Additional commants:

| attach two documents reflecting additional spacific cono i

; arns, The first iz g ligt
w;ryu;nts on the Revised Draft £IR (RDEIR). The second i a franscript afmmnr:ﬂenia 2374
read into the public record at the Board of Supervisars meating on April 28 in Kings

Beach

King tegards,

i

Paul Valistas
Executive Diragtor
NTCC

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
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COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR

" The RDEIR still fails ¢ adequately add
_ Mess a reasonab
ﬂi??f;'f:ﬁ go: £e tfolln-mng reasons. First, the new anF:rr:Z?ﬁSsUf
“Cled at minimizing or eliminatin j@ct i
fuﬂesf extent feasible as required by CEQPI. g;quf;e:!%n:acts o e
conservation” alternative must be anal Ed i i
outline of that alternative in the CRY repl::r‘:t}. i e

= Saecond, the RDI:IF{Ifa!I:s to adequalely deseriba the alternatives
Key details concarning the altematives are not disslosed which
renders ths:- anzlyses inadequate. Such project descripﬁén
cmissions include, but are not limited to: the specific lngation of
degs]nnfnenl under the cluster alternative; the total arrount of
reaudenna! development under the reduced intensity aﬂemaﬂvemn' 2375
new car trips generated by each alternative; and the fike. '

® Third, the RDEIR fails to provide sufficient info
the alternatives to one another and to the pn)pg:dﬁi:nt?e;umpam

L] F!nal‘.lg,r. the RDEIR rejects each new allernative as “infaasikie®
withoul providing suffielent evidenca. Such evidence would haye
include reasons why the allernatives were inc.apableuaf bedn, =
;ccmﬂphahe_d m a successful manner within 3 reascnable ?r d of
f;rzﬁhwﬁ;m IPTIU ;ncuun; etonomic, environmental, zocial Q:dﬂ ?

wviogical faciors,” Publi ot :
CEQA definition of "faasﬂl:':he.i; FRRIRHE Lot yation 21004 x

Placer County
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#0240 P 01RS0A3

14:4¢6

NTCC PUBLIC COMMENTS ON APRIL 28, 2003

Pursuant to the NTCC Board Meeting on Agril 21, 2043,

Martis Valley Community Plan {(MVCP)
NTCC contirues to opposa the fopm

. scale of proposed dove i
because there is no rationals for this scale of developmeant ;—.ﬂ! e A I-IEY' et
and environmartal grounds. SN, Ml el
NTCC i also concerned that several gut-of state developers ars Irying to push individual

projects through before the MVCP procass is P
h befe / compleis
should hatt all mdivigus applications untii the new MVCPEnF;J?:ch CARO

Hey points;

* Some of the proposed Aternatives recantly
. released are a significan
l:.'\'I]J:'IE:f'-'_EI'I'IlE!‘If on the Proposed Plan. However, #/l fail to 'raheg::m bnartd th
@ sliminate development on Ihe eastern side of Highway 267 o

+  VWhile the BOS may rnot read il of th :
i -3
apoly 'zanity checks' lo the oulcomae, mgwﬁeagﬁe Sl

[=]

L=

o
o

=]
*  Flacer County Planning does net befiays ]
i 2 that economic demand in ki
@xcaed 5,254 unils by 2021, The Flanning for this area nesds lo Igeh;:tri?'u?rz

this figure {and not 8200 tetal unitz).

- i 1
I:'Jd:'i{ﬁdsb?‘.l‘k‘;'vm that the best of the proposad naw Altermatives is the LOWEST
ALTERNATIVE (at 2 648 naw wnils), but that this Altemati
pro pfen'y :qqn"egs the need to preserve areas 223t of Highway 257 dwaddreu —
required mitigations on developers to the west of Hiuhwﬁy 26T i >

In 1975, thee average hama in Mar; W,
and had no landscaping. V= Vialley was about 1500 square -, 237-6
Recently buil, and propased. homes 3000 )
i?? have significant l=ndzcaping ER R R,

B3zt four new 9ol courses are Lreposed
HEMNCE the demand on tha Water g1 g

th PElY By these homes will

Li-‘fT DOUBLE that ewizaged n 1975, Honce the totg)l ﬂumb:;; i
aliowsd should be close fo half of gt #wisaged n 1575 (or ineg ﬂ-len-:ﬂ".'ﬂ}ﬁ=

6,000).
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LETTER 237: PAUL VATISTAS, NORTH TAHOE CONSERVATION COALITION

Response 237-1

Response 237-2

Response 237-3

Response 237-4

Response 237-5

Response 237-6

The commentor’s statements regarding the alternatives analysis provided in
the Revised Draft EIR and the desire to restrict development east of SR 267 is
noted. While it is acknowledged that the proposed Martis Valley Community
Plan is intended to regulate development within the Plan area through the
year 2020, land use maps under consideration for the Martis Valley
Community Plan are intended to show all land uses associated with buidout
of the Plan area. @ The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5
(Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

The Martis Valley Community Plan does not involve land uses and public
services within Squaw Valley. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy).

Responses to these comments are provided in Response to Comments 237-5
and 237-6.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor’s regarding the Revised Draft EIR, development conditions in
the Plan area and general support for the Lowest Intensity Alternative with
the prohibition of development east of SR 367 is noted. The comment is
referred to Response to Comment 237-1.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Letter 238
40740 P.020/043
TELey B Cameonass e ——=—— —— 5 &
PECR K rTITA Lasw Office OF s ?&:‘f_};ﬂ
m?%;eﬂﬂ PGRTER . SMGN E"A‘.T £, Parwasl
JAMES E Envom Professicnal Corporation AR e
Fepty o Truckee Office —_———— “:'ng..h';';? Avcmane
April 24, 2003 i, T e ot L
:-Nhﬁfrnmnmm.\ Thrgon
Attention: Lori Lawrence
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department |E E ﬂ 1'"11 E
11414 “B" Avenue
Auburm, CA 95603 APR 2 8 2003
Re:  MVCP RDEIR Record Submission FPLANMING DEPT.

Diear Ms. Lawrence:
Attached please find a copy of a letter from Tim Silva, General Manager of Northstar-At-

Tahoe, which was previously sent to the Placer County Planming Department. Please consider 7381

this Jetter and the atteched letter from Mr. Silva an official submiszsion to the record Tor the
Martis Valley Community Plan Update snd the Manis Valley Community Plan Revised Draft

Environmental Impact Report.

As noted in the attached letter, historical data on actual vsage of residenfial umits at
Morthstar-At-Taboe indicates that the 20/20 ratio of non-permanent to permanent residential use

pverstates permanent residential use and thersfors also overstates potential snvironmental and 21R-2

traffic impaets of residential units in the Martis Valley. Alzo, as noted in the attached letter,
evidence of actual vsage indicates that the mtio 15 instead 90/10. Further, actnal usage data
suggests that this ratio will continue for further development at Northstar-At-Tahoe.

Thank you very much fer your consideration and for entering these documents and this
miommation in the official record for the Martis Valley Community Plan.

Very truly yours,

PORTER = SIMON

Lcip W«mwmm

Enelosure (1)
1. Letter dated 2/3/03 from Tim Silva

Trexen Ormce © 40000 Trozkes Algsawt Bd « Thickse, California 08141+ (5300 SET-2008 - Fomt (430) RT-1316
REMD OrrCE - Twatiieth Contery Bailding - 333 W, Fiest Suzet: Reno, Mevada BY50 - (375) 3226787
S Lase TAHoE OFFCE - 2240 lames Avenue - South Loke Tehee, Califomia 76150 - (330 347-4352
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Feb- 5. 2000 Z004PM  WORTHSTAR ADNINISTRATION

Febroary 3, 2003
Placer County Planning Department
Placer County Planning Department

11414 “B™ avs
Aubvarn, CA 95801

To Whom it May Concern:

permanent residemntial use,

of reaidential units in the Martis Valley,

Specifically, our data indicates that of the exiat
1 ¥y £X15hn,
Northstar, only 144, or 10%, are used as full time msid::.';

{30 years, we haw‘: every indication and expestation that
residential usage will continte for any further developmen

decisions on this matter,

,_E%peﬂfu]}' submiteed,
Vi

Tigh Silva

! Manager

#0340

Mo bilfH

Re: Percentage of permanent residents to bon-perroagent residents in Martis Valley

In reviewing the draft Martis Valley Commyuniz Upelatt i
: 1 v Plan E 1
'E:mrxrm.mm_'ml Impact Reports we noted that varions emvironmental ;ag::r:u%atm:;d
circulation impacts are based upon an estimated ratio of 3% non-permanent 1o 2004

Based vpon information about actual usage of residential ung
Tahoe, we baliovs that the 80/70 ratio iz Inacau:?; E.I.'.Il; ﬂmm;ﬂjMB

1,428 residential units ot
=7, Based upon our

abzervations of the aetial usage of residential it at Northstar-Az-Tahoe over aperiod

this 90/10 partern of
Lat MNorthstar,

Fleats enter this letter inta the official record | i
- > in the Martis Val) i
Plan Update process so that it may be considered by the decision ma.ki;gy bﬁﬁﬂ:’ {E:ir

PO Box 120 » Truckes + Salifornis BE1E0-0129 = (530) 262.1010
Farfiatar-as Tuhae b swntd and npsraied by Trimos: Lans Sgm
Movikiar, Marhprarar- Tahdp smd 86 50s i b wrmma reaae o8 et

T -

F.021/043

Ll.

2

238-3
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LETTER 238: JAMES PORTER, LAW OFFICES OF PORTER - SIMON

Response 238-1

Response 238-2

Response 238-3

Comments associated with this letter are responded to in Response to
Comment 238-3.

The commentor’s statements regarding the 20 percent permanent residency
and 80 percent seasonal residency rates used in the Draft EIR and Revised
Draft EIR may overstate the environmental effects of the project are noted.
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

The commentor’s statements regarding the 20 percent permanent residency
and 80 percent seasonal residency rates used in the Draft EIR and Revised
Draft EIR may overstate the environmental effects of the project are noted.
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for
Development Conditions in the Plan Area).

Placer County
May 2003
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Letter 239
MAY. 022003 14:47 #0240 P.O23/043

By Email and USPS
111 Sandringhem Foad
Piedmont, CA 94617
April 28, 2003

Len Lawrence,

Plecer County Plenning Department

11414 B Avenue
Auburm, CA 25603

RE: Martis Valley Comumunity Plan Update, Revised Diafl Environmental
Repon, Section 6.0 — Project Alternatives (“RDEIR™)

Dear M. Lawrence:

My wife and T have followsd the planning process for the Martis Valley Cornmunity Plan
Update and ather projects in the Martis Valley for geveral years, We praviouely subrmitied
comment letters on various aspects of the Draft EIR for the Martis Valley Community
Plan Update issued in June 2002, We appreciate the Opporiunity to participate in the
planning process and the current opporturity to provide comiments on the reciroulated
Seetion 6.0 — Project Alternatives of the Martis Valley Community Plan Update, As
noted m earlier lettars, we own a home at Morthstar and are familiar with many of the
Planning issues specific to the Martis Valley, Additionally, we have Joined or helped
form a number of groups with specific eoncerns about local and regional planning
decisions. Motwithstanding these affiliations, the following comments are personal and
do ot necessarily reflect the positions of any of the Eroups with which we are affiliated,
This comment letter focuses on a few of the issues reissd by the reciroulatd Project

Alternatives section.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

W suppert the development of zn updated Community Plaa for the Martis Valley. The
current plan which dates from the early 19705 no longer serves the community well, We
belicve thet the County and the public have invested heavily in the development of the
Update and that ne additional projects in the Martis Valley should be conssdered until the
work on the Updats is complete. We hope that the County can convince the development
vormunity that their interests will best be served by supporting the County s efforts to

develop an appropriate Update for the Martis Vallay, 2391

Different participants will draw different lessims fram attending public mectings sweh ag
the enzs Placer County Planning Department concucted for the Citizens Advisery
Commitiee on the Martis Valley Cosmmunity Plan Update. One lesson we took Aveay
from those meetings is that many interested members of the public, not necessarily all
from Placer County, value the open space in the Martis Valley. Planning Director Yeager
eaplaincd that, tecknically, golf courses eount as open space for many planning purposes.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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The type of open space most valued by the public is net the open space of ski runs or golf
courses, bul the open space of meadows, chaparral and forested hillsides, Accordingly, 2391
we swpport a Martis Valley Community Plan which preserves inffagmented natural open Cont
space. This hepe leads to the topic of how to pay for OpEn space,

Alternatives
We suppert the County’s evaluation of a range of alternatives, but believe that fi timg o

find an altemative which 15 clearly superier, as demonstrated by staff support, 1o the 239.2
previously identified preferred alternative means the current offact to expand alternatives

12 & farlore. The following comments on the current Project Alternatives are designad to

assist in the offort o find an appropriate aliersative which sta % will deem superor to the

current preferred alternative,

Open Space Development Fees
Developing a comprehensive method of insuring adequate comnpensation for current
property owners who may not recaive the zoning and development opportunity they
thought they were going o enjoy is, no doubt, 2 challenging undertaking. The bedrack
for such a plan will likely involve the payment of development fees by those property
owners who, in the final plan, receive zoning consistent with the County’s provisian for
edditional development in the Martis Valley.

2393
The RDEIR document on Project Alternatives is silent on the topic ef appropriate
compensation for reduced density alternatives reviewsd. Is this an oversight? Shouldn’t
any serious consideration of reduced demsity alternatives include 5 dizcussion of equity

for property owners?

The next version of an EIR for the Martiz Valley Comumunity Plan Update should include
an sdequate revicw of ways to reduce the impact of development (e.5., through dwelling
unit reductions, adoption of appropriate land vees, and designation of appropriate sites for
develapment to name & fow of the most important teehnigques) along with a range of
measuges which ensure equitable treatment of cument PIOPCITY Owners,

Context for Review and Comment on the Revised DEIR

The first EIR for the Martis Valiey Commumity Plan Update identified 3 numbes of
impertant impacts. [ssues raised by spencies and interested members of the public in
comment lettars and at public hearings provided additional informaticn and questions fior
Placer County’s review and consideration. Placer County's review of these comyments has 2394

oot yot been shared with the publia.

In the absence of information concerming the Couny's analysis of fssues previously
raised and not yet addrezsed, any cumrent review of the revizsed mmd recireulated

Section 6.0 — Project Aliematives will necessanily be incomplete as the izsues nsepeiated
with other sections of the DEIR can not severed from the issucs raised in a
recofsideration of alternatives,
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Support
Wi support the development of additions] alternatives with lzss impact than the staff

preferred alternative. A naw Martis Valley Community Plan an i
which contemplates inereasing the mumber of aruihcrri;rcd 4:11.mel]iig:'c ulltd;nfﬂgs:;wﬁm
scems at the owter limit of 4 range of reascnable additional development possibilities
Given the adverse cumment impacts (e.z,, waffie congestion) of the recreational vse af-llhg

Northstar ski resort, expanding commercial and other uses in the Martiz Valley doss not S
sEET warranted.

Specifically, sdding additional accommodations (e.g,, hotels) and intensifyin

2 ; " VS 413
threnaeh dlf\"clﬂj?mf.‘ﬂl of time share units sesms inconsistent with the current E:Iw:g:
impacts, Note that many had hoped the SR 267 Bypass would improve local traffig
eonditions. This hope has not been realized.

Location of New Dwelling Units
Assuming that approximately 2,500 additional dwelling units will be authorized 5

T E i I ot the
Martis Valley, whers should these units be lozatad? Perhaps an casicr question iz whers
should they not be located. These issues are not adequately discessed in the recireulated

Project Alternatives.

The current Section 6.0 docs not address the issues of bow the location 050
c ! . s of d
additional dwelling units for the new alternatives were selected, This Mmsp:ttgajnr e

overzight,

Nete that the developrment patential for the Martiz Valle ined | i
a[:m?a:iveg considered in the RDEIR, although dmmatmja;lla: T:;:nmn;lnlg:r]:;z;mr ey
anfictpated thirty years ago, represents one of the largest increases in dwelling units and
an!:q:;nted usage lbr this part of the Siestas. Appropriate siting of any additional dwelling
trtits 15 an ¢pportmity to lessen various impacts on the Martis Valley and to preserve
vatural apen space which should not be ignared.

Thaf County should revisit the issue of where additional wnits should be located and
recirculate the Project Alternatives.

Permanent Open Space
The final version of the Martis Valley Cotmmunity Plan, should, consistent with Plager

County's general resource protection policies, include provi a
i provision for long ferm protection
for areas not 3P‘|J|U'-"Dli forr dﬂ-\fel‘:@mi'—ﬂ] thee Martis ‘I."al'[cr' Cgm-ity Plan Ep(l&tz‘.,
ﬂn:cm'dmg!yl. the Martis Vallew Community Plan and the Alternatives ool sl S99
this U;E;:mu gy 8Pt protection of property not designated for development in 3

The Northstar Property COwners Association Board, i argest si

1) : epresenting the 1 1 single prow
of property owners in the Martiz Valley, recently endorsed a “Memoranchum nfSI R
Understanding”™ with East West Parmers, in significant part, because they belizve the

3
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agresment capped total development aspirations of East West Partners and Trimont Land
Company in the Martis Valley, That agreement i5 cited here solely to illustrate public

support for the idea that the current planning effort for Martis Walley should not be a ten T
o twenly year stopgap measure, but should represent the County’s best offort o set the Cont.
approprate permanent lovel of development for the region and should include =ffective

measures of permanent open spacs protection,

Smmmary
Viewed in isolation the current examination of “alternatives” is incomplete in severa)
respects noted earlior in this comment letier. Revising the Projest Alternatives section of
the Draft EIR to address the issues raised (2., explaining the rationale for the
Alternatives, using a range of technigues to reduce adverse impacts, providing for open
space and property ownet equity) should make the next consideration of alternatives

MaTe inferestng.

239-8

The current version of Project Altematives is inadequate and should be revised and
reciroulated.

Thark you agam for the opportunity to comment.

Sivcerely,
David Welch
C: Fred Yeager
&4
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LETTER 239: DAVID WELCH, RESIDENT

Response 239-1

Response 239-2

Response 239-3

Response 239-4

Response 239-5

Response 239-6

Response 239-7

Response 239-8

The commentor’s general statements regarding the Martis Valley Community
Plan Update process and the desire to preserve natural open space is
noted. These comments will be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. Since no comments
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR or Revised Draft EIR were received,
no further response is required.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

Consideration of methods to acquire land areas and/or development rights
(as suggested by the commentor) is an economic issue/policy to be
considered by the County as part of the planning process. CEQA Guidelines
Section 15131 specifically notes that economic concerns are not considered
physical effect on the environment and thus was not discussed in the
Revised Draft EIR. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5
(Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis).

Comments received on the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR are
responded to in this document.

The commentor’s statements regarding the range of alternatives that should
be considered in relation to current conditions in the Plan area (e.g., traffic)
are noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy
of the Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).

The commentor’s statements regarding the protection of areas not
desighated for development is noted. The land use designations set forth in
the Martis Valley Community Plan (e.g., Open Space and Forest) specifically
restrict the extent of land uses that could occur in these areas. However, it is
acknowledged in the Martis Valley Community Plan and evaluated in the
Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR that allowed uses under these land use
designations could result in significant impacts (e.g., Draft EIR page 4.9-39).

The commentor’s comments regarding the alternatives analysis is responded
to in Response to Comments 239-2 through -6. The County considers the
Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR adequate for consideration of the Martis
Valley Community Plan and in compliance with CEQA.
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Letter 240

#0340 pP. 0277042

| Lori Lawrence Héﬁ'_iﬁépﬁ_-i_'upda_'__'1ié.-_$_at:non'__"____Glté?nn-!m:'s due by Ao 30

o

From:
To:
Date:
Suhject:

March 15, 2003

Lewi Lawrance

Adda Quinn <envirchorse@yvahoo com=
sljtawran@placer ca.gov>

324003 10:45PM

Martis Va Plan Update Section & Commeants dus oy April 20

PMacer County Plensing Dept

11414 B Ave

Auburn CA Q5803

530-686-3000

Re Notice of Recirc Of Revs @ Dra® EIR for Martis
Walley Community Plan Update SCR2001072050; Seclin §
addition of lower densityintensity altemative,

Comments duse April 30, 2003

Dear Ms, Lawrence end Placer County Flanners

Firsl, we would ke fo thank the Gounty for baing
responsive to e ovanwhalming publie opinion that
dergty must be imited in the Mariiz Valley and
rexwising the DEIR according to public inpaut,

Second, we concur whole-heartediy with the County's
conclusion in tha revised DEIR on page 15 thst:
Based upon the svaluation described in this section,
the Reduced Intensity Allemative is

ronsidered to be the environmentally superior
altermathve. This alternaiiva was determined to have
less silverss environmental impacts than the propesod
profect on mosl issues overall,

Wi Urge the Coumty 1o adopt the Revised DEIR now wilh
e lower densifyfintensity stemative,

Thank you Tor listening to tha publie in this mgard,

Smceraly,

Adda Qwinn

1119 Marfis Landing

envirchersef@yanoo.cam from Adda Quinn

D youl Yahaa!?

Yaroo! Platinum - Walsh CBS' NCAA March Madness, live on ur desktop!
hitipiplatinum, yahoe com W i

24041

Placer County
May 2003
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LETTER 240: ADDA QUINN, RESIDENT

Response 240-1 The commentor’s general statements regarding the alternatives analysis
provided in the Revised Draft EIR is noted. However, it should be noted that
the Revised Draft EIR identifies that the Lowest Intensity Alternative would
have the least extent of impact on the environment (as compared to the
Proposed Land Use Diagram) (Revised Draft EIR page 6.0-50).
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